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ONE 


Denial of Basic Right 


there are three major threats to democracy, the first 
and presently most alarming is Russia, whose leaders vainly 
propose to achieve social betterment by resort to brutality 
and mass executions in callous desecration of human right. 
The second threat, rapidly growing, is Germany, which, 
though it lost the last war, has won the peace by playing its 
former enemies one against the other, and again hopes to 
realize its familiar slogan Deutschland iiber Alles in der Welt. 

Those who have read the extremely informing brochures 
of the Society for the Prevention of World War III are ade¬ 
quately aware of the rapid resurgence of the Nazis, and their 
intention to become the dominant power in Europe as a pre¬ 
lude to mundane conquest. At a mass meeting in Stuttgart a 
Catholic priest named Ott shouted, “Germans will live 
through these days and again be the decisive factor in Eu¬ 
rope.” Border guards sing, “Victorious, we shall strike down 
France.” F. W. Forster, a German unwelcome in his father- 
land, has declared that for those who control German policy 
“there exists only one form of justice, so-called German jus¬ 
tice to which there are no limits . . . They are sworn enemies 
of peace and of any interstate power based on treaties and 
order.” Pastor Niemoeller has said that West Germany is no 
longer a Protestant state but a Catholic one “conceived in 
Rome and born in Washington.” 

The announcement, following close upon Adenauer’s re¬ 
turn from a conference with President Eisenhower, that the 
Bonn government has started a purge of its Nazi members is 
stage play designed to mislead its former enemies. The re- 
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cent book by T. H. Tetens, Germany Plots with the Kremlin 
(1953), is a revelation of the German program. 1 * No one may 
believe that Germany plans for a permanent division of the 
world with Russia. 

The third threat to democracy, in part dependent upon 
the rehabilitation of German militarism under the direction 
of the staunch Catholic Adenauer, or one of his belief, is the 
Vatican which is traditionally hostile to popular rule and its 
concomitants, freedom of thought and belief. For that reason, 
the Vatican collaborated with Hitler and his fellow dictators 
in Italy and Spain in their wars against the freedom of the 
human spirit. This Roman menace, which both fears and ex¬ 
ploits the rise of communism, is the concern of the present 
writer. 

The American who by tradition is devoted to the ideal of 
religious freedom may not refuse the Roman Church the 
right to a contrary devotion, but he flatly denies its right to 
impose this belief upon others by devious and violent means. 
Persuasion alone is the legitimate method of conversion to a 
faith and, as long as a single American wishes to believe as 
his conscience prescribes, he has the right so to believe with¬ 
out interference. It is, however, clear that even today the 
Vatican has not repudiated the drastic means it took to sup¬ 
press freedom of belief centuries ago. Those who have read 
Lea’s scholarly volumes on the Spanish Inquisition are pain¬ 
fully aware of the excruciating tortures which deviation 
from Catholic doctrine brought to Christians who anticipated 
American freedom of religious belief. At that time heresy 
was the greatest of crimes. The heretic had no rights, and it 
was a service to God to torture him to death. One reaches the 
ne plus ultra of spiritual terrorism in the dictum of Pope 
Eugene IV who in the fifteenth century said, “No one can 


I) Adenauer’s Foreign Office is said to be 85% Nazi (Tetens, p. 161). Par¬ 
ticularly misleading is Adenauer’s declaration before the National Press Club 
that "the German people by an overwhelming majority have declared them¬ 
selves for democratic principles.” This declaration is to be considered in the 
light of William Shirer’s remark that there are “more Nazis in the West 
German Foreign Office today than there were in Berlin under Hitler." 
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be saved, unless united with the Catholic Church, no matter 
how many his alms or if he sheds his blood for the name of 
Christ.” Thus a poor mortal, who may have lived but twenty 
years or so, is consigned to an eternity of hell-fire by a God 
whose mercy knows no limit! 

It is no palliation of the frightful record of Spanish bru¬ 
tality to cite the relatively few cases of ecclesiastical perversion 
perpetrated by Protestants who apparently felt that they, too, 
had a right to anticipate the punishment which awaited sin¬ 
ners in hell. Even today the Roman priest who is obliged by 
his conscience to renounce the priesthood has been dubbed 
“garbage” with the implication, perhaps, that such garbage 
should be thrown into the incinerator. 

In the late fourteenth century, the quemadero at Seville 
was decorated with statues of prophets to show that the 
burning of human beings who could not and would not 
think within prescribed limits was really under the imme¬ 
diate auspices of the Church rather than of the State. The 
symbol of the Dominican order, the heresy-hunters of the 
Inquisition, is a sword surmounted by a cross, which suggests 
that acceptance of Roman Catholic dogma may be enforced 
at the point of the sword if necessary and possible. It was 
Dominic who said, “Where blessing can accomplish nothing, 
blows may avail.” Haereticus animal pestilentissimum est. 
All Protestants are heretics according to the Church. The 
Jesuit has not been dead many years who declared that “the 
same Inquisition which cleaned Spain of Judaizers, and later 
cleaned it of Protestants and illuminati, would have purified 
it of the so-called philosophers without the need of any essen¬ 
tial innovation, if the Inquisition had found in the eighteenth 
century the support which it found in the reigns of the Catho¬ 
lic kings and the Austrian princes.” 2) 

The disturbing revelation of this quotation is that a Span¬ 
ish Jesuit should still retain the savage instinct of the Basque 
founder of his order who strangely combined with Christlike 
ministrations to the sick, a cruel advocacy of the Spanish In- 


2) P. R. Cappa, La Inquisicidn Espariola (1888). 
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quisition for Italy and Portugal. The reason why the Catholic 
Church will not condemn the Inquisition today is the scrip¬ 
tural warrant of death by fire for heretics who are sinners. 
Since burning was a divine means of punishment, and the 
Catholic Church is the only agent of God on earth, it logically 
follows that she is justified in inflicting such punishment. In 
Matthew 13: 42 one reads: “And the son of man shall cast 
them (which do iniquity) into a furnace of fire,” and in a 
later chapter (25: 41), “Then shall he (the King) say unto 
them on the left ‘Depart from me, ye cursed into everlasting 
fire.’ ” 

When the former priest Sullivan, 3 ’ as a student in a Catho¬ 
lic college, expressed horror at the cruelty of the Inquisition, 
he was asked, “Do you mean that the Church was wrong in 
punishing heretics?” And when he gave the answer “yes,” 
he was warned by his teacher, “Look out for yourself.” Sul¬ 
livan adds later (p. 79) that he was hurt by Cardinal 
Vaughan’s excommunication of the Catholic scientist St. 
George Mivart “for proposing the humane possibility that 
the damned in hell were granted periods of respite from 
their awful torments.” There could be no mitigation of the 
terrible penalty. When Sullivan (ibid., p. 33), at the age of 
seventeen, made a retreat he heard a priest reach “the highest 
pitch of diabolism” in describing the eternal duration of tor¬ 
ture. The fires of the Inquisition were an anticipation of 
those of hell. 

At the beginning of this century, a priest named Harney 
of St. Peter’s R.C. Church in New Brunswick, N. J., made 
the startling statement, “I do not doubt, if they were strong 
enough, that the Catholic people would hinder even by 
death if necessary the spread of heretical errors among the 
people, and I say rightly so.” This statement, published in 
the New York Herald, May 7, 1901, p. 5, flatly contradicts 
the announcement of a parish paper in New York that “the 
Catholic Church is very much at home in America.” How 
can a priest qualify for democratic citizenship who shares the 


3) W. L. Sullivan, Under Orders (Richard R. Smith, N. Y., 1945), pp. 41ff. 
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views of Father Harney, or one who believes that “on the 
whole the Inquisition was humanely conducted”? Apparently, 
the members of Harney’s church were to assume the role of 
executioners without help from the clergy! 

Persecution in the Roman program has been particularly 
severe for the Jews. The Jewish massacre in Spain in 1391 
was attributed to the preaching of San Vicente Ferrer. In 
World War II the Roman Catholic dictator Hitler, with 
whom Pope Pius XI had signed a concordat, surpassed all 
previous outrages by his wholesale extermination of the 
Jewish people. The concordat was not abrogated in protest 
against this colossal inhumanity, nor did the Pope condemn 
his Yugoslav bishops, among them Stepinac who “collaborated 
with the Germans and permitted the slaughter of innocent 
Orthodox Serbs.” A few years ago a Jew was attacked, beaten, 
and then told by his assailant, “You crucified our Lord.” The 
hoodlum who perpetrated this outrage in Philadelphia, 
ironically the city of “brotherly love,” perhaps had read in 
the Catholic Bible for service men, which was printed at 
government expense, the surreptitious footnote: “The Jews 
are the synagogue of Satan.” Does the Vatican feel that way 
about them? A Catholic teacher in a public school in New 
York City cherished the same grudge when, in the presence 
of a Jewish colleague, she exclaimed, “It was her people who 
killed our God. 4) 

How can there be any Christian or brotherly love in this 
country, if an American is to be assaulted for an act of vio¬ 
lence committed nineteen centuries before he was born? How 
instantaneous and devastating would be the hue and cry in 
Spain and elsewhere if a Jew should punish a Catholic, be¬ 
cause San Vicente Ferrer had incited a massacre of his fore¬ 
bears several centuries ago! How does one reconcile with this 
treatment of the Jews the statement in the encyclical of Leo 
XIII, Libertas Praestantissimum: “The true brotherhood of 
man was first asserted by Jesus Christ; and His apostles re- 


4) D. Alison, Searchlight, An Expose of New York City Schools, p. 79. 
Published by the Teachers Center Press, N. Y. C. 
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echoed His voice when they declared that in the future there 
was to be neither Jew nor Gentile, nor barbarian nor Scythian 
but all were brothers in Christ.” 

Did the Vatican give any evidence of this brotherhood in 
Yugoslavia? Is it possible that indoctrination by the Roman 
Church is responsible for the fact that the Bavarians are 
crueler than the Prussians? Kaiser Wilhelm remarked upon 
“the antiheretical tendency” in southwest Germany. The 
beastly brutalities, perpetrated by the regime of the Bavarian 
Catholic Hitler in the German concentration camps, are 
graphically narrated by Eugen Kogon. 5> 

The dissenter is still liable to be the victim of vindictive¬ 
ness. Very recently, a young Catholic in Venice refused to 
kneel as a statue was carried past him in a religious proces¬ 
sion. He was excommunicated, and his priest, not content 
with this ecclesiastical penalty, brought successful pressure to 
bear upon his employer with whom the young man was 
learning a trade. He was turned out to be beggared as in the 
days of the Spanish Bishop Simancas. The Reverend P. J. 
Zacarra offers another example of what is apparently conven¬ 
tional clerical technique in Italy. As soon as a group began to 
meet in its new church, “posters appeared across the street 
denouncing its members. Nuns visited every home. Priests 
threatened the group with loss of their jobs” (The Church¬ 
man, March 1, 1953). 

The same vindictive animosity has another illustration in 
the experience of a student who intended to enter the Catho¬ 
lic priesthood but, after some time spent in preparation for it, 
changed his mind, and became a student at Moravian College 
in Bethlehem, Pa. A few years ago (1948), after finishing his 
course there, he applied for admission to the graduate school 
of a leading Eastern university in the department of classics. 
He was accepted by the department, but the acceptance was 

5) The Theory and Practice of Hell, pp. 210-20. Cf. also “The Lesson of 
Belsen” in Congress Weekly, December 15, 1952, and the frightful story of 
"The Warsaw Ghetto Revolt” in the same periodical (March 30, 1953). The 
German brutalities far surpassed those of the Turks. Cf. Viscount Bryce, 
The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915-1916. 
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canceled by the dean of the graduate school, who is a Roman 
Catholic. When questioned by a departmental representative 
as to this unusual action, the dean replied that a student who 
had left the Catholic faith was unstable, and for this reason 
the candidate had been denied admission to the university, 
but, on being informed that the student still was a member 
of the Catholic Church, the dean reversed his ruling and 
admitted him. This was a religious test for admission and 
therefore unconstitutional. 

When the priest Jean Massin recently left the Church of 
San Severin in Paris, taking with him about forty members 
of it, he was adjudged of unstable character. The dean, who 
is not an American citizen, apparently conceived of a uni¬ 
versity, which was founded on the broad principles of Ameri¬ 
can freedom of the mind, as a latticed monastery. The debar¬ 
ment of a student because of change in religious belief, un¬ 
less repudiated by the dean, sets a precedent which obliges 
him to deny admission to a Presbyterian who has joined the 
Catholic Church, on the ground that he is “unstable.” The 
university’s alumni, who contributed their views on academic 
freedom in their weekly, may well consider this episode 
which has the logical corollary that, if a student is debarred 
from admission to their university because of change of reli¬ 
gious belief, he may be expelled for the same cause. In the 
words of Judge Learned Hand, is not this a case “where ortho¬ 
doxy chokes freedom of dissent”? There is no provision for 
such “freedom of dissent” in the dean’s statement of the “two 
distinctive principles” underlying the organization of the 
graduate school: “The first is the belief that this pursuit of 
learning is most effective when each student is encouraged to 
develop to his maximum along the lines of his individual 
capacities. The second is the belief that the development of 
students gains in dimension when they can live and work to¬ 
gether as a community of scholars.” To the dean’s two jejune 
principles should be added the vitalizing dictum of Jefferson 
that “here we are not afraid to follow truth wherever it may 
lead nor to tolerate error so long as reason is left free to 
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combat it.” It is refreshing to cite the words of Rabbi Robert 
E. Goldburg: . . the real problems of life are controversial 
and to avoid controversy means to surrender creative think¬ 
ing, critical judgment, and eventually human progress.” 

True sons of the Inquisition are the Christeros in Colom¬ 
bia who, in the last few years, have been persecuting Protes¬ 
tants. The Southern Baptist Foreign Mission Board has pub¬ 
lished a report of this religious persecution during the brief 
period from February 15 to March 31, 1952. 6) The report is 
based upon the signed statements of eyewitnesses and vic¬ 
tims. The details will disturb liberal American Catholics: 
‘‘An Evangelical couple forced to attend mass; burning of 
the homes of Evangelicals and shooting at them as they fled; 
burning of Bibles; use of a Protestant church as military bar¬ 
racks; disrupting Evangelical services in private homes; forc¬ 
ing Evangelical students in public high schools to attend 
Roman Catholic religious services; confiscating a chapel, 
breaking up pews, floors and ceiling boards for firewood; 
closing of Evangelical schools by priest and police; denial of 
broadcasting privileges; pastor threatened by three gunmen; 
priest leading a large number of children to stone the Pres¬ 
byterian church in the city of Ibague; Protestants attacked 
during church services, stabbed and beaten.” 

The journal Presbyterian Life estimates that, since 1949, 
more than 100 Colombian churches have been “bombed, 
burned, stoned or closed, and that one of every fifteen Colom¬ 
bian Protestants had been mistreated because of his faith.” 
An especially distressing feature of the persecution is that 
Catholic children have been taught the insulting anti- 
Protestant song, the concluding verses of which are: 

With lies, Protestants, you make 

Vain war against him (the Pope). 

6) For a description of earlier attacks upon Protestants in Colombia, see 
The Converted Catholic Magazine, November, 1950. Cf. also The Churchman, 
August, 1953, January 15, 1954, and The New York Times, August 21, 1953. 
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Into the bloody fight 
Our Lady Captain will go, 

The immaculate Virgin 
Who will give us victory. 

In a sermon a priest in Ibague asked and answered the fol¬ 
lowing questions: “What is the garbage we have to sweep 
out of Ibague? The Protestants! What is the filth we have in 
Ibague? The Protestants! We must clean them out.” These 
were the questions asked at a special service for school chil¬ 
dren. They were required to repeat the answers twice. In the 
same church the audience was told, “When they give you 
one of those Protestant tracts spit in their faces.” After an¬ 
other service for children, several hundred of them were led 
by the priest to the Presbyterian church. They were urged to 
break the windows with the cry, “Down with the Protestant 
robbers.” Some of the children shouted, “Let’s have the 
Protestants come out! We’ll kill them!” 

It should be a satisfaction to the members of this shattered 
church, and a warning to the fanatical priests who provoked 
the outrage, that they did not have the support of the curious 
who came to see the damage. Almost all of them expressed 
their regret at such an act of “savagery” and “barbarism.” 
Hundreds of persons from all walks of life called on die pas¬ 
tor and the seminary professors to express their disapproval 
and disgust with the action of the missionary priests. It is sig¬ 
nificant, too, that a priest, referring to the stoning of the 
Presbyterian church, remarked that the only ones in Ibague 
who showed any “valor” in the fight against the Protestants 
were the children. The letter of protest against the atrocities 
in Colombia, Spain and Mexico, which was written by W. S. 
Rycroft to Bishop Sheen, included the very restrained gen¬ 
eral warning that “unless the Roman Church itself can do 
something to stop this wave of persecution, its own case 
against the treatment of Roman Catholics in countries con¬ 
trolled by Communists will be considerably weakened.” 
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The participation of priests in the religious disorders in 
Colombia casts a doubt on the validity of the statement that, 
in the past, church and state officials had deplored these in¬ 
cidents, but said that Colombia’s constitution did not guar¬ 
antee non-Catholics freedom to seek converts. This is to say 
that those wishing to be converts are not free to be such. Co¬ 
lombian Minister of the Interior, L. I. Andrade, said the per¬ 
secutions were a reaction of “primitive people.” However, 
when such attacks are led by Cadiolic priests, and when a new 
Baptist church in Bogota is damaged and its pastor injured, 
one may hardly suspect that the perpetrators of such outrages 
were aborigines who swooped down from caves in the moun¬ 
tains. When policemen and civilians join in flogging and 
kicking a Canadian missionary and his native assistant, and 
then toss them into a river, the assailants cannot logically be 
classified as troglodytic. Mr. Andrade expresses wonder that 
the Protestant propaganda was offered under the flag of a 
great friendly nation! The United States is not a Catholic 
country. Should it therefore resent Catholic propaganda? 

It is of interest to note that the conservative paper El 
Colombiano, in its program to discredit Protestantism, said 
editorially and falsely that Protestantism and communism 
“are united by the necessity of destroying the Catholic demo¬ 
cratic formation of the republic in order to progress.” 7) Here 
the terms democratic and republic are both incorrectly used— 
a common Catholic abuse of terms of liberal connotation. 
When Cardinal Spellman was mayor for a day in Bogota he 
apparently did not present himself as a protagonist of reli¬ 
gious freedom for Colombia. The Jesuit Ospina cites the 
guarantee of the Colombian Constitution that the individual 
may exercise his belief within his places of worship but that 
“this is not the same as carrying on public propaganda out¬ 
side the temples.” But some “temples” (a word more pagan 
in its connotation than church) have been smashed and 
destroyed in spite of this legally conceded right. 

The Pope, alarmed by the magnitude of the protests against 


7) Cf. The Churchman, June, 1952, p. 21. 
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the inquisition in Colombia and fearing the consequences of 
a “bloody fight” into which, to use the words of the children's 
hymn of hate, “Our Lady Captain the Immaculate Virgin will 
go,” has appealed for peace. And yet the alleged cause of his 
concern is communism. He does not suggest that the religious 
freedom sanctioned by the Constitution of Colombia should 
step out of that document into reality. It is significant that 
the publication of the Pope’s appeal in The New York Times 
is followed by citation of the steadily mounting religious 
tension which is due to more than 500 incidents of persecu¬ 
tion. L. A. Quiroga, Secretary of the Evangelical Confedera¬ 
tion, is quoted as saying that many Roman Catholics in 
Colombia deplored the situation in their country, but could 
not do anything because their hands were tied by the alliance 
of the Conservative Party and the Catholic hierarchy. Prob¬ 
ably one important factor in the alarm at the Vatican was the 
protest which the General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church sent to it. Copies were mailed to many important 
agencies and officials, including all Congressmen of the 
United States. 

It is a pity that the Pope has forgotten the simple truth 
affirmed by Benedict XV in his encyclical Ad Beatissimi: 
“Force can repress the body but it cannot repress the souls of 
men.” The eulogy by Pope Pius XII of the all-embracing 
nature of Christian charity which prescribes consideration of 
others and their interests “in the pacifying light of love” 
proves on occasion to be a flamboyant generality in conflict 
with ecclesiastical performance. Is there any “pacifying light 
of love” for the Colombians who, because they wish to wor¬ 
ship according to their conscience, are called “garbage” and 
“filth”? Behind the evasion of the papal broadcast to their 
country lurks the Catholic principle that “man does not have 
an unqualified right to practice any religion he may choose.” 

The simple truth is that many of Colombia’s Catholic 
clergy are Spanish, and still have in their blood an uncom¬ 
promising fanaticism. When the Pope defined freedom of 
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worship as permitting both public and private worship, 8) he 
was not saying that his Church approved of such worship for 
those outside the Catholic fold. In 1948 eighteen Spanish 
Protestants were arrested for holding a clandestine prayer 
meeting! They were imprisoned and fined. Chapels in Madrid 
and Barcelona were attacked. The technique of persecution 
in Colombia is obviously that of its motherland Spain. Since 
then the kinship of persecution in Colombia and Spain has 
been confirmed by the simultaneous outburst of it in the two 
countries. The Churchman (April, 1952) reports that the per¬ 
secution of Protestants in Spain is now the worst in many 
years. The periodical lists recent acts of violence. One sig¬ 
nificant restriction is that “Protestants are forbidden to found 
hospitals, camps for children and welfare institutions.” 

Does this illustrate the all-embracing nature of Christian 
charity? Is it not significant that 400 Protestant clergymen 
and church people called on President Truman to end 
financial aid to Spain, and urge that no consideration be 
given to an alliance with that country until its government 
establishes full civil rights and freedom of faith and worship? 
No one suspects either Franco or Cardinal Segura of sym¬ 
pathy for American ideals. 

A graduate student at Columbia University has proposed 
measures designed to stop persecution in his native country, 
Colombia. These are: limitation of the number of mission¬ 
aries, suppression of reports of persecution of Protestants so 
long as no new violence occurs, restriction of preaching by 
Protestants to their churches, schools and homes, and finally 
cessation of criticism of Roman dogmas and priests. In re¬ 
turn for compliance with these proposals the government of 
Colombia would denounce publicly any anti-Protestant vio¬ 
lence, guarantee freedom of worship for Protestants and take 
legal action against those guilty of religious persecution. The 
proposal teems with improbabilities. The Evangelical Con¬ 
ference of Colombia representing 17 denominations will not 
discuss persecution on the terms of the government or of 


8) The New York Times, April 2, 1952. 
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the hierarchy. 9 ’ The Conference wants an exact definition of 
the status of religious freedom in Colombia, a very important 
demand in view of the fact that Colombia’s religious policy 
is that of its mother country Spain. The newspaper El Colom- 
biano declared with reference to Protestantism (April 1, 
1952): “It is imperative to adopt right now an attitude of 
energetic firmness similar to that which Spain adopted in the 
16th century." 

Such “energetic firmness” appears to be at hand. A cable 
to The New York Times (May 10, 1953) announces that “Co¬ 
lombia will add to Church’s power.” It is proposed to elimi¬ 
nate from the Constitution of Colombia the provision: “The 
state guarantees liberty of conscience.” This has been a help 
to the Protestants as a specific assurance. Another proposed 
change is, “Other religions will be tolerated only if they do 
not oppose Christian morality, salutary customs and public 
tranquillity.” The implication seems to be that Protestant 
religions are potentially hostile to all three of these desiderata. 
This may be a polite way of calling the Protestants “garbage,” 
to use the epithet hurled at them by the Catholic priest of 
Ibague. Apparently, the Catholic Church in Colombia will 
have a monopoly of the title Christian, and other religions 
must not oppose Christian (i.e. Catholic) morality! 

The Foreign Minister of Spain Artajo recently informed 
a Baptist minister, the Rev. P. E. Freed of Greensboro, N. C., 
that the government of Spain does not have authority to 
grant religious liberty to non-Catholics. “Neither the Bill of 
Rights . . . nor our concordat with the Holy See gives the 
government power to authorize Protestant proselytism.” This 
is a variant of the pronouncement of the Spanish Cardinal 
Segura that liberty is a “poisoned fount,” and that his Church 
decisively condemns freedom of religion. It is hardly likely 
that the Colombian hierarchy will consent to any mollifica¬ 
tion of its traditional fierce antipathy to liberal religious 
thought and speech. What at first seems incredible is that the 
Vatican had the boldness to declare in its paper L’Osservatore 




9) C/. Presbyterian Life, October 4, 1952, pp. 22-23. 
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Romano, in spite of abundant evidence to the contrary, that 
thorough investigation by Roman Catholics had shown the 
accusations by the Evangelical Conference of Churches in 
Colombia to be false ( Cf. The Churchman, October 15, 
1952). Such flat denial of troublesome truth is, however. 
Catholic policy. 

Very recently H. L. Matthews, writing in The Nation (No¬ 
vember 8, 1952), refers to Colombia as the seat of “a strange 
sort of civil war.” He describes the attack by conservatives on 
the offices and plants of two great liberal newspapers, and 
the burning of the homes of two distinguished liberals. The 
police watched but did nothing. Mr. Matthews does not make 
the slightest reference to the religious issue in Colombia. 
Since the Catholic Church there, as elsewhere, is allied with 
the conservatives, there can be no question that the destruc¬ 
tion brought a quiet satisfaction to the Catholic clericals who 
are the enemies par excellence of liberal government and its 
mouthpiece, the liberal press. Matthews remarks that, for 
forty-five years, “Colombia provided a fine example of a 
tolerant two-party system of democratic government . . . The 
country was a model for Latin America. Yet it threw its 
democracy away.” He explains how this came about, but 
does not say that a determining factor was and is the realiza¬ 
tion by the Catholic Church that the success of liberal demo¬ 
cratic government ultimately spells disaster for a totalitarian 
Church that tenaciously clings to hopelessly antiquated modes 
of thought. It cannot hope to eliminate such government by 
persuasion. The only recourse is suppression by force under 
the pretence that such government is communistic, or poten¬ 
tially communistic. 

In the light of Catholic attacks upon liberals and Protes¬ 
tants in Colombia, Spain and elsewhere, how misleading is 
the assertion of the Knights of Columbus: 10) “The Catholic 
Church asks and receives no exclusive favors, no exclusive 
privileges, and other Churches are as free as she and entitled 
to all protection that she is . . . Some say that the Catholic 


10) Is the Catholic Church a Menace to Democracyf p. 14. 
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Church, if she had the power, would require the government 
not only to protect her freedom and independence, but to 
suppress Protestantism and all other religions. This is not 
true.” 

In considering this bland assertion it should be remem¬ 
bered that the Knights are not speaking for their clergy, al¬ 
though every bit of their printed propaganda may be assumed 
to have the clerical imprimatur. Moreover, if they are only 
referring to the United States, they should say so while 
frankly admitting that Protestant churches in Colombia, 
Mexico and Spain have been the victims of attacks, and in 
some cases have been burned or otherwise damaged by priest- 
inspired mobs. And how can the Knights claim such inno¬ 
cence for their Church when in Spain, under the aegis of the 
contemptible Franco, a misnamed Bill of Rights makes the 
Catholic religion official in the country, and forbids cere¬ 
monies and manifestations other than the Catholic. The 
Knights say that their Church “receives no special favors.” 
It must be remembered that the Catholic pattern of Spain 
would be that of this country if the Church here had the 
monopoly it enjoys in Spain. Catholic persecution today in 
Spanish-speaking countries spells, dear Knights, a flat denial 
of your words, quoted above, and as our country is rapidly 
becoming better informed about the program of your Church, 
such increasing knowledge will not redound to the honor of 
the See of St. Peter. 

Recently a revealing remark was made over the air by the 
Catholic Bishop Greco of Alexandria, Louisiana. With sev¬ 
eral priests he attended a Reformation Day address by the 
Rev. J. M. Dawson who attacked the restrictions imposed 
upon religious liberty by a totalitarian Church, but made it 
perfectly clear that he was not attacking anyone’s faith. Those 
who have read Dr. Dawson’s book, Separate State and Church 
Now, know that his mind and heart are set upon the preser¬ 
vation of the fundamental right to freedom in religious be¬ 
lief. Bishop Greco, however, declared that, if Catholic lay¬ 
men had been present, there would have been violence. In 
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other words, when you cannot answer fair statements in a 
discussion, call the speaker a liar and start a fight. The Pope, 
apparently, was pleased with his bishop, and conferred a 
reward upon him for the defense of the faith. The Roman 
Church does not argue. Convinced that it is the sole reposi¬ 
tory of truth, it is ready to trample down all opposition 
wherever it can. The Roman Church is forced into subver¬ 
sive practice by its creed. The FBI ignores the threat. 

Father Dunne, in his Religion and American Democracy 
(1949), mentions the Catholic “principle that the direct and 
voluntary killing of an innocent human being by the state or 
by an individual is murder.” Would he revise the statement 
so that it reads “the direct and voluntary killing of any inno¬ 
cent human being by the state, or an individual, or by mem¬ 
bers of the Roman Catholic Church, whether inspired by its 
priests or not (see p. 4 for priest Harney’s statement), for 
desertion of its faith and acceptance of another creed is mur¬ 
der in the opinion of the Church”? Such revision would flatly 
contradict a long tradition. Urban II (1088-99) declared: 
Non enim eos homicidas arbitramur quos adversus excom- 
municatos zelo Catholicae Matris ardentes, eorum quoslibet 
trucidasse contigerit. (“We do not consider those to be 
murderers who while glowing with zeal for the Catholic 
Mother against the excommunicated happen to kill any of 
them.”) U) Later Pope Pius V (1566-1572) declared he was 
willing to spare a culprit guilty of a hundred murders rather 
than a single heretic. 12 ’ The same spirit of savagery survived 
the centuries to reappear in Brazil in 1936 as attested by Lord 
Hastings. 13 ’ A clerical counter-revolution occurred which 


11) Urbani, Epis. ed. Migne 122: cf. Lord Acton's Correspondence, Vol. 1, 
p. 127. 

12) Ibid., p. 130. 

13) J. McCabe, The Papacy in Politics Today, p. 99. McCabe’s book of which 
several reprintings have appeared is small in size, but broad in scope and 
packed with illuminating information. Its author, who was formerly a mem¬ 
ber of the Roman clergy, is an able and trenchant critic. There does not 
appear to be a lively interest in this subject in our universities. A member of 
the faculty of Princeton was asked to suggest a colleague to speak on "The 
Vatican in International Politics" but could find no one who could do so 
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followed, there and in other South American republics, the 
tour of Cardinal Pacelli (Pius XII) in 1934. The tour ob¬ 
viously was inspired by heavy desertions from the Church 
(and the rise of pro-Catholic dictators in Europe?). 

This long tradition for the repression of heresy, culminat¬ 
ing in the Christian savagery in Colombia in 1949-53, proved 
to be an excellent method of increasing the losses of the 
Church. Intelligent members, revolted by the record, quit the 
fold for some other sanctuary that is not smeared with the 
blood of those who wished to exercise their right to believe 
and worship as their conscience prescribed. When the Catho¬ 
lic Church profits by political inquisition in a Catholic-con- 
trolled state, it shares with that state the censure, and merits 
the rebuke, of humanity. For the Church to endeavor to 
place all responsibility for the inquisition on the State is an 
act of evasion and cowardice. How are these deeds of violence 
and barbarism to be reconciled with the pronouncement of 
Leo XIII in his encyclical already quoted: . . experience 

abundantly testifies how savage customs are no longer pos¬ 
sible in any land where she (the Catholic Church) has once 
set her foot, but that gentleness speedily takes the place of 
cruelty, and the light of truth quickly dispels the darkness of 
barbarism”? Apparently, the reconciliation is effected by the 
supposition that here Leo XIII is speaking of conversion by 
missionaries in a peaceful manner. In the case of cruelty 
toward those who lapse from their faith, or schismatics— 
whether Copts or Orthodox Serbs—it is justified apparently 

“without considerable research.” Apparently the subject is taboo. Its very 
great importance will be realized by anyone who reads Blanshard’s chapter 
"The Strategy of Penetration: The Vatican” ( Communism, Democracy and 
Catholic Power, pp. 263-286). There it is stated that “in middle and western 
Europe particularly, the Vatican’s finger is in almost every political pie," 
that it controls at least seven unofficial Catholic parties and, what is not 
surprising, that American Catholics know very little about the political 
phases of European Catholic power. A very wholesome course in the cur¬ 
riculum of every American college and university would deal with the po¬ 
litical program of the Vatican with especial emphasis on the last century. It 
goes without saying that such a course should be given by a nonsectarian 
historian. The books of Blanshard and Manhattan would furnish excellent 
material for it, and both authors should be invited to lecture on the highly 
important subject. 
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on the assumption that bodily suffering is of transient mo¬ 
ment, compared with the suffering of a soul in hell which is 
eternal. Saving souls outweighs all scruples about physical 
suffering in this world. 

As late as 1901 one Marianus de Luca maintained that 
heretics, and all apostates, may be visited with corporal pun¬ 
ishment, even death, for deserting the faith (imagine Quak¬ 
ers or Christian Scientists exacting such penalty), and may 
be compelled to resume it! 14) The Catholic Encyclopedia 
s.v. “Persecution” evasively softens the punishment by saying 
that, while the Church now generally uses spiritual weapons 
against heretics and apostates, it has never relinquished the 
right to use other means “in dealing with its own subjects.” 
The question who are “its own subjects” is answered by 
Boniface VIII (1294-1303): “We declare, say, define and 
pronounce (the belief) that every human being should be 
subject to the Roman pontiff to be an article of necessary 
faith.” So not only the apostates in Colombia, but all Protes¬ 
tants, are logical candidates for rough treatment! 

In Colombia, Evangelical schools were closed after the pat¬ 
tern in Spain. Although the Colombian Minister of Educa¬ 
tion permitted a Bible institute to remain open in one town, 
the bishop ordered the mayor to close it. It was closed. The 
civil authorities were simply ignored and overruled, in keep¬ 
ing with the doctrine that the Church is supreme and ap¬ 
pointed by God to rule over the State. The Pope’s allocution 
on peace, delivered in 1945, had called for “the outlawing of 
all hate, all persecution,” but obviously his call was not heard 
by his Church in Colombia. The contradiction of his words 
by the deeds of his clergy and their Christeros relegates his 
polemic against hate and persecution to the dusty category of 
unsubstantial altiloquence. A word of command from the 
Vatican to the clergy to stop persecution of Protestants would 
have stopped it instantly. The Pope had not protested the 
mass killings of Jew's by the Catholic Hitler, nor of the ortho¬ 
dox Serbs by the Catholic Pavelic. 


14) McCabe, op. cit., p. 17. 
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One obstacle in the path of religious peace is that the Pope 
will not declare aggressive holy war out-of-date. The Church 
knows that it never recovers ground by an intellectual appeal. 
It acted on this knowledge in Colombia. In view of the violent 
priest-inspired attacks upon Protestants and their churches in 
that country, a remark by Professor O’Neill at the forum of 
the Harvard Law School on Public Aid to Parochial Educa¬ 
tion (1951), p. 47, achieves a certain inconsistency: “What the 
Catholic Church needs in many South American countries is 
a chance to live a free life in a free country such as we have 
in the United States. ... I don’t know any Catholics who ap¬ 
prove the conditions of the Church in many South American 
countries.” Apparently, in Colombia, the Catholic Church is 
so free that it can conduct pogroms against native Protestants. 
One can hardly believe that the priests who inspired these 
pogroms were forced to do so by a totalitarian government. It 
was a bishop’s order that overrode a Colombian minister’s 
permission to keep open a Bible institute. Does Professor 
O’Neill repudiate the ruthlessness of the Catholic Church in 
Colombia? Does he disapprove of Peron’s order that the 
Catholic religion be taught in all public schools in Argen¬ 
tina, and of the Roman Catholic priests who were propa¬ 
gandists for the dictator? Cardinal Copello, the head of the 
Church in Argentina, was an ardent supporter of Peron. With 
the establishment of this man in power, the ubiquitously re¬ 
spected newspaper La Prensa was suppressed, a crime which 
justly infuriated the liberal press throughout the world. 14a) 
Does Professor O’Neill regret that such a newspaper cannot 
coexist with Catholic totalitarianism? Does he approve of the 
demand of the Church that no Protestant missionary be al¬ 
lowed in the country without the permission of the Catholic 
clergy? The professor also states that the Catholic Church is 
the victim of totalitarian systems in a number of countries. 

14a) When Mgr. Tiso became Premier of Slovakia he suppressed freedom 
of the press along with other freedoms. So, in Belgium after the Nazi oc¬ 
cupation, only Catholic papers were allowed. The Nazi revival in Germany 
has begun to suppress the liberal paper. 
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He cannot include Argentina and Spain where his Church 
enjoys an un-American monopoly. The Vatican sanctions a 
totalitarian state because it is itself totalitarian, but it de¬ 
mands that a dictator be the obedient servant of the Church. 
This insistence was the cause of the papal disagreement with 
Hitler. Today, the Pope again fondly hopes that a revived 
Nazism or German nationalism (the name is not important) 
under Bavarian Catholic auspices will meet his basic require¬ 
ment. “The sword of the Church” still hangs on the wall of 
the shrine of the peace-loving Christ. 

The ex-priest McCabe {The Papacy in Politics Today, p. 
49) says of the disintegration of the Roman Church from 
socialism and communism, that the Vatican’s only remedy is 
bloodshed. He calls attention to the fact that the complaints 
of the German hierarchy were directed not at the brutality of 
the Nazis, but at their unjust treatment of the Church and 
their violation of promises to it. McCabe sums up this charge 
with the stinging rebuke, “I have not found one single un¬ 
reserved condemnation of Nazi greed and brutality by the 
Pope or any German prelate in the ten years since the Nazis 
began their savagery” {ibid., p. 36). The simple explanation 
is that no bodily suffering may restrain the Church in its 
effort to retain authority over its subjects and obtain it over 
all others. 

The destruction of Protestant churches in Colombia raises 
the question whether the Colombian government will assume 
the costs of rebuilding them. Failure to do so would imply 
its acquiescence in the outrage which is indicated by its failure 
to bring the criminal perpetrators to trial. A few years ago, 
our government paid the Catholic Church in the Philippines 
the sum of §1,923,996 as war damages, although the Church 
had been in the camp of the enemy. This large sum was cited 
by Philippine Senator Vicente Sotto, in reply to a request he 
had received from a priest for financial help to rebuild a de¬ 
stroyed Catholic school in Tubao. The senator declined the 
request, informing the priest that the Catholic Church, next 
to the Philippine government, was the richest corporation in 
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the archipelago and, although a multimillionaire, it still con¬ 
tinued to harass hungry and penniless people for contribu¬ 
tions. 151 The senator concluded with this parting shot: “Chris¬ 
tian religion disapproves these priestly exploitations and fool¬ 
ishness unworthy of the twentieth century.” One would like 
to know whether the United States, directly or indirectly, 
under the guidance of the Catholic lobby in Washington, has 
repaired the Abbey at Monte Cassino in Italy, and other 
property of the Catholic Church destroyed in the course of 
military operations when Italy, with the approval of the Vati¬ 
can, engaged in the great war against freedom. For such 
restitution of the Abbey the ground was prepared by General 
Mark Clark. 

In his recent book (Calculated Risk, pp. 312ff.), the gen¬ 
eral says: “We have made one tragic mistake, the bombing of 
the historic Benedictine monastery called the Monte Cassino 
Abbey. I say the bombing . . . was a mistake . . . with full 
knowledge of the controversy . . . The official position was 
best summed up in a State Department communication to 
the Vatican Undersecretary of State . . . that there was un¬ 
questionable evidence in the possession of the Allied com¬ 
manders that the Abbey of Monte Cassino formed part of the 
German defense system. I was one of the Allied commanders 
in the field and the one in command at Cassino and I said 
then that there was no evidence the Germans were using the 
Abbey for military purposes. I say now that there is irrefu¬ 
table evidence that no German soldier, except emissaries, 
was ever inside the monastery for purposes other than to take 
care of the sick and to sight-see.” Then follows an account of 
the exchanges with the commander of the New Zealand forces 
at Monte Cassino who demanded the bombing of the Abbey. 
He had been told that “if the commander of the New Zealand 
corps were an American he (General Clark) would give 
specific orders that it should not be bombed.” . . . Later the 

15) The Vatican is said to have a treasury of several billion dollars, for the 
most part in gold bullion. Its gold ingots are deposited in the U. S. Federal 
Reserve Bank. This has been denied. 
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general talked with Pope Pius and other Vatican officials. 
“They gave me the result of an exhaustive investigation made 
by the Vatican.” The general was an easy mark. As to whether 
or not the Abbey harbored Germans, he cites only the testi¬ 
mony of the Vatican and of a German officer, but made no 
effort to get testimony from the lower ranks of his army on 
the site, or from natives of the neighborhood. 

Unfortunately for the general and the Vatican, there ap¬ 
peared in the magazine Life (October 30, 1951, p. 5) the fol¬ 
lowing letter: “Although I consider General Clark one of the 
‘brass’ worthy of his position, I can’t allow his reference to 
the nonoccupation of the monastery and its immediate area 
by German troops to go unchallenged. As an enlisted man of 
the 34th Division I was a member of the first patrol sent to 
reconnoiter the area. We walked right into the middle of a 
German position less than 500 yards from the monastery . . . 
we took two prisoners. During those long weeks before the 
bombing we lost several men—all casualties of sniper fire from 
the bell tower. If there weren’t any German troops in and 
around the monastery I’ll eat my GI helmet—the tin one. 
R. G. Meyers, Iowa City, Iowa.” Considering the fact that 
Meyers was a member of the patrol and General Clark was 
not, the logical conclusion is that Clark is wrong; yet if the 
matter comes to discussion in Washington, the decisive testi¬ 
mony will be that of the general. The Catholic lobby will see 
to that. 

While Clark apparently had no knowledge of the casualties 
suffered by his men at the Abbey nor of the capture of two 
Germans by his patrol, and should certainly have had such 
information, he did know that generals of the army, like 
Congressmen of the United States, are fully aware of the 
political advantage of papal approval. The men under Clark’s 
command, who were wounded by sniper fire from the Abbey, 
must be pleased to learn that he has been honored, or should 
one say rewarded, by President Truman. The latter nomi¬ 
nated him ambassador to the Vatican, subject to the Sen¬ 
ate’s confirmation. Roman Catholic sources expressed en- 
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thusiastic approval of the nomination. That Clark was fully 
aware of die value of the papal blessing was revealed when 
Mr. G. L. Archer, executive director of Protestants and Other 
Americans United, sent General Clark an open letter asking 
for his answers to eight questions, very pertinent in view of 
his nomination as “ambassador-designate to the Vatican.” 16 * 
The eight questions which Mr. Archer submitted to him, 
and which Clark completely ignored, are worth quoting from 
the Church and State Newsletter of December, 1951: 

1. Do you believe that recognition should be extended to 
the Vatican on the same basis as it is extended to other 
foreign powers? 

2. If so do you not think diat members of the Roman 
Catholic hierarchy in the United States should be 
required to register as foreign agents? 

3. Since it is the established policy of the Holy See to in¬ 
sist that every papal nuncio to the capital of another 
power be ranked as “dean of the diplomatic corps,” 
would not the United States be in the position of a 
fawning sycophant if it acceded to this condition of the 
Vatican in establishing diplomatic relations with it? 

4. Would you be in favor of sending a United States am¬ 
bassador to the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Chief 
Rabbi of Jerusalem and the Patriarch of the Russian 
Orthodox Church? 

5. As a potential ambassador to the Vatican, would you be 
prepared to present American demands to the Pope that 
he desist from utterances and acts which are unfriendly 
to the government of the United States? (At this point 
Mr. Archer cites official statements of the Roman Catho¬ 
lic Church condemning the public school system, and 
other un-American pronouncements.) 

6. Have you studied the diplomatic relationship between 
the United States and the Vatican during the years 1848 
to 1867 ... a limited relationship which was terminated 
when Congress, resentful over the suppression of non- 
Catholic worship in Rome, declined to appropriate 
funds for its continuance? 

16) J. P. McKnight, The Papacy, A New Appraisal (1952), p. 339, gives 
four reasons for such an ambassador. These should be reconsidered in the 
light of Mr. ArcheT’s questions and other factors. 
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7. Are you aware that the Vatican has been used as a 
listening post by the mortal enemies of the United 
States? In August, 1942, the Nazis were forewarned 
“through sources originating in the Vatican” of the 
Allied plans for the invasion of Africa. 

8. How can you reconcile diplomatic recognition of the 
Pope with the prohibition of “an establishment of re¬ 
ligion” in the First Amendment of our Constitution? 

The failure of General Clark to take any notice whatsoever 
of these questions was probably due to his realization that to 
answer them, with the fundamentals of our freedom in mind, 
as becomes an American, would have antagonized the Catho¬ 
lic lobby in Washington. The questions invite a few addi¬ 
tional comments. The shabby device of alleging that the ap¬ 
pointment of an ambassador was prompted by the necessity 
of combating communism is an insult to American intel¬ 
ligence. The heaviness of the pressure put upon Truman to 
make such an appointment is evidenced by his breaking a 
promise, made to Protestant leaders, that it would not be 
made. Two pieces of what, in effect, is camouflage appeared 
in The New York Times. One, an editorial entitled, “Em¬ 
bassy to the Vatican” (October 22, 1951), reveals the ready 
disposition of that newspaper to kowtow to the Roman 
Church. The remark that Truman put a year and a half of 
study behind his decision to nominate an ambassador to the 
Vatican is sheer buncombe. Truman had not forgotten the 
fact, which the editorial conveniently does not mention, that 
he owed his presidency of the United States to the action of 
the four Roman Catholic Caesars of the National Democratic 
Committee at Chicago in 1944. They preferred Truman to 
Byrnes as the vice-presidential candidate of the Democratic 
party for the highly significant reason, which they bluntly 
stated, that Byrnes would not get the Catholic vote. Truman 
got the nomination and the vote and was truly grateful! The 
contention of the editorial that the envoy to Rome would be 
to the State of Vatican City, and not to the Roman Catholic 
Church, is a typical bit of ecclesiastical strategy designed to 
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obscure the fact that the Vatican State is nil, and the Vatican 
Church everything. The only politics of concern to the Vati¬ 
can has to do with the welfare of the Church and its de¬ 
termination to be, what it maintains it is, the one true 
Church. 

The second piece of such camouflage comes from the pen of 
Anne O. McCormick (December 24, 1951). Writing from 
Rome, she states that the Vatican was not consulted in ad¬ 
vance on the appointment of Clark, that being “strictly the 
business of the United States.” Is it not customary for a gov¬ 
ernment to inquire whether a proposed diplomatic appoint¬ 
ment is acceptable or not? Is it to be assumed that Cardinal 
Spellman was completely unaware of Truman’s candidate 
prior to public announcement? But could any consideration 
surpass her second comment that, when the war was over, 
thousands of officers and officials were received by the Pope 
largely because it was easy for an American representative, 
accredited to the Vatican, to arrange the audiences! The fact 
is rather that these audiences were instigated by the Pope. 
Manhattan (Catholic Church Against the Twentieth Cen¬ 
tury, p. 229) states that “immediately after the liberation of 
Rome, the Pope swung over to the Allies and began to receive 
Allied soldiers and officers by the thousands, making speeches 
in which he advocated a moderate peace, and peace without 
revenge.” (He had refused to protest Franco’s revenge upon 
the Republicans in Spain.) Mrs. McCormick does not men¬ 
tion, in discussing the much advertised listening-post, i.e. the 
Vatican, that the Nazi diplomat Abetz declared under oath, 
at the trial of the German war criminals, that the Vatican 
espionage informed our enemies of the impending invasion 
by American forces from North Africa. She does not assure 
us that the Vatican would inform the United States of the 
details of its ubiquitous and iniquitous program of hostility 
to Protestantism. (This country is far more Protestant than 
Catholic.) Nor does this reporter mention persecution of non- 
Catholics in Spain and Italy to which countries the United 
States has made generous donations. Passing over the con- 
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demnation of the YMCA which “tears the faithful from the 
lap of the Mother Church,” and the obstacles thrown in the 
way of the construction of an American hospital in Naples, 
one notes above all the failure of the correspondent of The 
New York Times to cite the glaring inconsistency of a repre¬ 
sentative of a great democracy at the court of an ecclesiastical 
power which never rescinded its concordat with our enemy, 
Germany, in protest against the unparalleled savagery of the 
Catholics, Hitler and Himmler. 

Thus the two items in The New York Times give a hope¬ 
lessly inadequate picture of an appointment which would 
put at the head of the diplomatic corps at Washington a 
nuncio who is at war with the liberal ideals of this country, 
and above all with its great public schools, and which would 
require our ambassador to kneel before the Pope! The 
Church has its devoted protagonists in Congress. Senator 
McCarran is one of them. The Nation (July 19, 1952) quite 
logically coins the phrase “Rome-McCarran Axis” in citing 
his success in eliminating from the appropriations bill a pro¬ 
hibition against the appointment of a diplomatic representa¬ 
tive to the Vatican. The Holy See is now said to be reconciled 
to the establishment of a legation instead of an embassy. How¬ 
ever, one should not for a moment assume that the Vatican 
will rest content with a legation. What a pity that the Church 
has not accepted the thoroughly American proposal of the 
Catholic writer, the late Thomas Sugrue. 17 ’ Rejecting an 
ambassador to the Vatican as incapable of doing any good, he 
finally says: “The Pope should never have become a power 
in the outer world; his position in society is that of an influ¬ 
ence, not of a ruler. If the function of religion had continued 
pure he would have remained the head of an organization 
devoted to the inner w T orld, to the redemption of man.” This 
ideal is a consummation devoutly to be wished. 

The real question here is not whether the President has or 
has not the authority to establish diplomatic relations which 


17) A Catholic Speaks His Mind on America's Religious Conflict (1951), pp. 
32-33. A fine appreciation of Sugrue appeared in the Congress Weekly. 
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he considers advantageous; nor whether the President is per¬ 
mitted to take nonlegislative action even if such action by 
Congress would violate the first amendment; nor whether 
Presidential action, even if valid, can be questioned before 
the Supreme Court. The question is whether the overwhelm¬ 
ing majority of Americans wants an ambassador to one single 
church, particularly a church which has no love at all for 
our traditional ideals, and which hoped—by alliance with our 
enemies in World War II—to destroy our freedom of re¬ 
ligion. Three technical questions, raised by Professor Corwin, 
are discussed ably and impartially by Professor Mark de 
Wolfe Howe in The Nation of January 12, 1952. The ques¬ 
tion of an appointment to the Vatican of an ambassador from 
the United States is fully and finely reviewed with a resume 
of its history by L. Pfeffer, Church, State and Freedom (1953), 
PP . 257-273. 

The outrages committed upon human beings in Colombia, 
who wished to worship in accord with the religious freedom 
fundamental in the law of our land, is a warning of what will 
happen here if benumbing Catholic intolerance ever gains 
complete control. “If the future,” says Pope Pius XII in a 
Christmas message, “is to belong to democracy an essential 
part in its achievement (and ultimately all?) will have to be¬ 
long to the religion of Christ and to the Church,” i.e. the 
Catholic Church. 18) An earlier pronouncement to the same 
effect appeared in the Catholic World (1871): “If the Ameri¬ 
can Republic is to be sustained and preserved at all, it must be 
by the rejection of the principle of the Reformation and the 
acceptance of the Catholic principle by the American 
people.” What effrontery! Pius XII, an ecclesiastical dictator, 
who collaborated with the archenemies of democracy and 
yearned to see our democracy destroyed, presumes, after the 
failure of that insidious conspiracy, to play a major role in 
democratic achievement! How can a monumental dictator- 

18) This citation should be added to excerpts from papal messages pub¬ 
lished by F. J. Powers, Papal Pronouncements on the Political Order 119521 
pp. 49ff. v ' 
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ship, the slogan of which is “Obey,” tolerate a democracy of 
the American variety? It has been well said by William O. 
Douglas that “the democratic way of life rejects orthodoxy 
rejects standardized thought.” How fitting was the repeated 
suggestion of the Nazis, when they disagreed with the Vati¬ 
can, that the Church confine herself to the next life. “What a 
spectacle, says the Pope, “is that of the democratic state left 
to the whims of the masses!” What a sad ruin any democratic 
state will be if ecclesiastical totalitarians get a strangle hold 
on it as they are doing in Colombia! 

Lafayette, a Romanist by birth and education, declared: 
If the liberties of the American people are ever destroyed 
they will fall by the hands of the Roman clergy.” In 1871, as 
if to confirm his statement, the New York Tablet published 
this delectable tidbit: “The State has not supreme legislative 
authority, and civil courts which contravene the law of God 
do not bind the conscience, and whether they do or do not 
contravene the law, the Church, not the State or its courts, is 
the supreme judge.” Pope Pius XI condemned democracy at 
the time fascism in Italy was rapidly growing in power. The 
coincidence was significant. The Church thereby enhanced 
the prestige of Mussolini who in turn strengthened the hand 
of the Church. Democracy in Italy was annihilated but later, 
when Hitler and Mussolini went down to the death they so 
richly deserved, and Russia loomed again to worry the Vati¬ 
can, then the western democracies became a very present 
source of help. A Catholic party appeared in Italy bearing 
the disingenuous title “Christian Democratic.” 19 > The Catho¬ 
lic apologist Pichon blesses the new strength of America on 
the condition that it be put to the service of the Christian 
ideal, meaning of course the Roman Catholic ideal. 

1 he Colombian representative to the general assembly of 
the United Nations, Mr. Juan U. Cualla, in a letter to The 


' 9) , A "° ther , such , title is Christian Democratic Union. The advantage of 
these titles is that they seemingly reconcile the irreconcilables, "Catholic" and 
democratic.” For the same strategic use of titles by Communists u Xshard 
Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 198. 
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New York Times had the audacity to say that his country 
has “enshrined in its constitution democracy and freedom of 
the press.” 19a) This affirmation was flatly contradicted by Her¬ 
zog’s reference to its dictatorship as presenting “the grimmest 
picture of all” (The Nation, December 16, 1950). Such de¬ 
ceptive statements are first cousins of the deceptive titles 
just cited. Cualla made no reference to the murder of Protes¬ 
tants, who wished to worship according to the dictates of their 
conscience, nor to the widespread devastation of their 
churches. These violations of simple human rights are not 
characteristic of democracy. The slogan of the Colombian 
priesthood seems to have been and to be: “Be brutal if neces¬ 
sary to stamp out Protestantism and thereby save its adherents 
from perdition, but do not advertise your brutality. Pray 
rather with the Pope for 'peace based on justice’ ”! It would 
be inadvisable for Roman priests in this country to describe 
and justify the violence sanctioned in Colombia by their con¬ 
freres. A few Americans might register resentment by leaving 
the Church. Recently, a Catholic of Protestant family in New 
England shattered The Brooklyn Tablet for its failure to in¬ 
form its readers about the persecutions in Colombia. He had 
to learn of them from The Churchman. 

The provision in the constitution of a Catholic country 
that guarantees democracy (which includes religious free¬ 
dom) may be and is trickishly nullified by other laws, as hap¬ 
pens in Italy where Mussolini’s security laws are still in force, 
although his fascism has been repudiated. Then again, it may 
be ignored as in Colombia, because the Church considers it¬ 
self superior to civil law. Some illustrations may be cited. Re¬ 
cently, a petition was presented to the Italian Senate to stop 
“the insidious propaganda of the Protestant religion by air 
which is offensive to the Catholic soul of the Italian people.” 
The Broadcasting Control Commission, without warning, 
changed the hours allotted for the Protestant services. Such 


19a) Since this remark was made, the plants and offices of the great liberal 
newspapers of Colombia have been destroyed (see p. 91, n. 7). 
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broadcasting was sanctioned by the Constitution which gave 
the right to propagate over the air the religious faith of the 
Evangelic Protestants of Italy. This restraint is inspired by 
the Vatican which thus thanks the democratic United States 
for the freedom of the air enjoyed by the Catholic program 
in our country. Those Italians whose Catholic soul is of¬ 
fended by the Protestant propaganda are not obliged to lis¬ 
ten to it. The real reason for the petty maneuvers to block the 
Protestant broadcast is, of course, the probability that many 
Catholics like to listen to the “heresy.” 

Of a piece with this obstruction is that thrown in the way of 
the Baptists. The Secretary General of their Foundation has 
protested that the Italian Ministry of the Interior required 
the Foundation to obtain special permission to open new 
churches. A government spokesman denied the charge. The 
Rev. William Moore of the Foundation declared that nu¬ 
merous Evangelical churches have been closed by the Italian 
police on instruction from the Minister of the Interior, and 
cited three definite instances (The New York Times, June 
19, 1951). The two Baptist ministers may be trusted to tell 
the truth; the Italian government officials may not. 

Recently, spokesmen for the Assemblies of God and the 
Church of Christ in Italy complained to our State Depart¬ 
ment that their clergymen had been refused entry visas, and 
that taxes amounting to confiscation had been levied against 
their churches, $8,000 on one, valued at $30,000, and $23,000 
on another, valued at $45,000. 20) The shocking aspect of this 
persecution is that it occurs so soon after defeat by a U.S. 
army the soldiers of which believed they were fighting and 
dying for the ideals of freedom of their own country. But 

20) The New York Times, September 16, 1953. For the utterly contemptible 
abrogation of the rights of the Waldensians in Italy, see the report in The 
Churchman, August, 1953. The nineteen articles of the recent Yugoslavian 
law on religion should be imposed upon Italy, whose Church made no pro¬ 
test against the criminal violation of the religion of the Orthodox Serbs. The 
new code, obviously, was constantly inspired by the terrible religious cru¬ 
sade which Yugoslavia suffered. 
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SO strong is the influence of the un-American Catholic lobby 
in Washington that even the guarantee of religious freedom 
in the Italian Constitution can be grossly violated. 

Catholic insistence upon the continued validity of Musso¬ 
lini’s law, with reference to religious freedom in Italy, has its 
counterpart in Germany where the Catholic Church still de¬ 
mands the application of Hitler’s law in favor of its monop¬ 
oly. Archbishop Muensch, an American who is papal nuncio 
for West Germany, opposed interdenominational public 
schools instead of confessional schools, declaring that the 
proposed change violated the concordat signed by Cardinal 
Pacelli (the present Pope XII) and the Hitler government. 
He was told officially that this was the first time that the 
Roman Catholic Church had demanded such recognition 
(see, however, p. 213). 

Another striking instance of Catholic procedure against a 
Protestant minister is reported from Mexico, where every 
citizen has a constitutional right to worship in accordance 
with the dictates of his conscience. Under the aegis of this 
provision a young minister. Dr. J. J. Vega, who had with¬ 
drawn from the Catholic fold to the Episcopal Church, re¬ 
turned to his native city. There, he conducted religious 
services, first in private houses; then, when these could no 
longer accommodate the growing congregation, he built a 
temporary church which was soon packed to the doors. The 
resentful Roman Church went into action. Rev. Vega, a clean, 
fine-looking young man, was called a drunkard, a gambler and 
a Communist. This is another example of Catholic vilification 
as a weapon against Protestants ( cf. p. 9). 20a) The Episcopal 
Church was misrepresented as seeking “to establish a big 

20a) Compare the charges hurled at the distinguished Jesuit Luis Padrosa 
who honestly could not reconcile the Catholic creed with the New Testa¬ 
ment, and who published with fine spiritual feeling the considerations which 
forced him to give up that creed (Por que deje el Catolicismot, Casa Unida 
de Publicaciones, Mexico, D. F. [1952]). He was called “traitor, criminal, 
lewd and swindler." Five months after his departure from Spain, he had 
neither work nor a home, and found it necessary to live (in Argentina) on 
the charity of his Evangelical brethren. 
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division in the country,” 201 ” the very thing Catholic isolation¬ 
ism is seeking in our country. The reason for the charge is 
clear. It gave a semblance of cause for the state to exercise its 
privilege of denying the above-mentioned legal right of free 
worship “for a grave reason.” So the Mexican State Depart¬ 
ment, now under Catholic control, ordered the cessation of 
the services of Dr. Vega in his new church, and his mission 
was still closed when the account of this outrage was pub¬ 
lished in the December, 1950, issue of The Converted Catho¬ 
lic Magazine. This act of suppression is illuminated by the 
remarks of Methodist Bishop Guerra that “Protestants would 
not have cause for uneasiness if the Catholic revival in Mexico 
promised intellectual and moral progress but there is no such 
hope. Religious prominence has led, as in days gone by, to 
political power. The Roman Catholic clergy has infiltrated 
the agencies and departments of government and has tended 
to restore its old despotism.” 

Just how does this indictment by Bishop Guerra appear in 
the light of the statement of the Knights of Columbus: “. . . 
nor may the state pursue a policy hostile to religion”? Do 
they mean by religion only the Catholic religion, and 
would their prohibition apply only in case the Mexican gov¬ 
ernment should do to a Catholic Church what it did to Dr. 
Vega’s? Professor O’Neill drew applause at the Harvard 
Forum when he said: “The Catholic Church in Mexico for 
fifty years has been almost totally deprived of any authority 
and very much of any existence. The Catholic Church has 
about as much power in Mexico as it has in Moscow.” Should 
not Mr. O Neill, and those who applauded his erroneous 
statement, have talked with Bishop Guerra and Dr. Vega? To 
what extent this restoration of Catholic clerical despotism has 

20b) It was quite proper, apparently, to charge Dr. Vega with attempting 
a separatist movement but not the papal prelate Dr. Kaas, who was certain 
that he could create a Rhenish Republic (Catholic) in 1919. Manhattan says 
that Kaas was a close friend of one Dr. Seipel, who planned to set up a 
Catholic Empire in Central Europe, and also an intimate friend of the pres- 
ent Pope whose views he was said to reflect (Manhattan, Catholic Church 
Against the Twentieth Century, p. 168). 
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been facilitated by secular agencies is an important question. 
One commentator has observed that “the alliance of the Vati¬ 
can and American capitalism stands out as the most signifi¬ 
cant political development of the post-war period.” McCabe 
states, in his chapter on Mexico and Latin America [The 
Papacy in Politics Today, p. 99), that “as a rule the wealthy 
liberals and Jews of Rio and Buenos Aires, of Lima and Santi¬ 
ago went on their knees to Pacelli (at the time of his tour of 
South America in 1934) and joined the Holy Alliance to de¬ 
fend the treasury. By 1936 all but two of the Latin-American 
Republics south of Mexico were Fascist after a series of 
surgical operations.” Mexico’s Constitution has the same 
democratic facade as that of Italy and Colombia, but in all 
three countries there are legal qualifications of the same 
ecclesiastical pattern which show that, behind the facade, 
real democracy is entombed rather than “enshrined.” When 
the Mexican government expropriated the properties of the 
American oil companies, the latter allied themselves with 
the Roman Church. It was no surprise that Dr. Cortinez, a 
candidate for the presidency of Mexico, sought the help of 
the Church at the polls by promising openly “complete sup¬ 
port of the Catholic Church and restoration of her former 
privileges.” 

At the present time, the crusade against communism is 
making rapid strides. It has recently been proposed that min¬ 
isters of churches be investigated in the search for subversives. 
Such search would, of course, include Catholic priests. Ameri¬ 
cans of various categories are required to sign on the dotted 
line, and affirm under oath that they are not subversives. The 
growing habit of calling any opposition to Catholic ambi¬ 
tions communistic, 21) and the prominence of Catholics in the 

21) The thoroughly American Manifesto of the P.O.A.U., the full text of 
which is published by Dawson, Separate Church and State Now, pp. 199-209, 
brought from the Knights of Columbus the retort that it was “loaded with an 
intolerance generally unacceptable to the American people.” They should 
have published the Manifesto with their criticism of it so that the reader 
could judge for himself. A Catholic newspaper in Rochester branded the 
P.OA.U. a “Communist-front organization" (Dawson, op. cit., p. 29). 
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front ranks of anticommunistic propaganda in and out of 
Washington, justifies the fear that should the Catholic clergy 
succeed in dominating the government, the federal concen¬ 
tration camps in Arizona and Oklahoma would accommodate 
the “Communist” whose only misdemeanor would be his 
religious affiliation. The only dictatorship which has a chance 
of success in the United States is that of Catholic inspiration. 
Dean Bender of Harvard University has wisely said: “There 
is no danger from an open communist which is half as great 
as the danger from those who would destroy freedom in the 
name of freedom.” The reference here is clear enough. The 
great threat to our democracy comes from the Catholic cleri¬ 
cals who can marshal too many of their faithful at the polls 
to vote according to order. These clericals are a grave danger, 
because they believe they have a divine mission to establish 
their doctrine as the only true religion. Leo XIII proclaimed 
that true and lawful authority is devoid of sanction unless it 
proceed from God, and, of course, the Pope, and no one else, 
is the mouthpiece of that authority. If we must have oaths of 
loyalty, it would be equally justifiable to demand of all Ro¬ 
man Catholic clericals in the United States that, in addition 
to their own antimodernist oath, they swear, without mental 
reservation, to uphold and defend our constitutional guaran¬ 
tees of freedom of religious belief and public worship. This 
should be applicable even though such oath could be in¬ 
validated by Canon law which says: “The Pope can release 
from every obligation, oath, vow either before or after being 
made.” 

Bishop Sheen has been quoted in the papers as saying: 
“Members of the Catholic Church believe in the First Amend¬ 
ment ... do not want an established church in the United 
States.” But what the members believe does not determine the 
policy of the Church. The important question is: Do the 
Roman Catholic clergy who determine that policy wish their 
Church to be the only one permitted in these United States? 
A Jesuit, Father Joyce, is quoted as saying: “Those who hear 
your words may understand them in a sense that is not true 
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but self-deception may be permitted by the speaker for a 
good reason.” This is deliberate trickiness. McCabe says that 
in his clerical days he knew priests of high position to lie 
deliberately in the interests of the Church. 22 * It is an old pre¬ 
cept that you do not have to keep faith with a heretic. In the 
United States, however, the Catholic clergy, as well as other 
clergymen, have not yet been exempted from the penalties of 
perjury. 

The impetuous frankness with which Civilta Cattolica 
sweeps away all right of non-Catholic cults, tolerating them 
only when she must, “resigned to cohabit where they (Catho¬ 
lics) alone should rightfully be allowed to live” (as in the 
Yugoslavia of Pavelic and Stepinac? See p. 41), provokes the 
resentment of Father Dunne 23 * who calls it “a brutally 
frank statement,” thus giving the impression that he rejects 
it. American Catholics will also reject it, but what about 
Vatican Catholics in this country? For there is no question 
that the drastic denial of rights, fundamental to our Consti¬ 
tution, is deliberately proclaimed by Civilta Cattolica as the 
traditional dogma of the Roman Catholic Church. It could 
not have been published otherwise. Catholic propaganda in 
a country of marked democratic tradition and feeling cannot 
succeed if it broadcasts such undemocratic doctrine. Hence 
one finds in the popular magazine Look (February, 1952), in 
an article by John Cogley, the following statement: “The 
suspicion that the Catholic bishops are intent on seeking a 
privileged place for the Church in this country remains just 
that—a suspicion. There is not one member of the hierarchy 
who would agree it is so.” Mr. Cogley should have published 
for the reflection of the interested public the quotation cited 
above from the Civilta Cattolica. 

The failure of the hierarchy to admit that their Church 
seeks a privileged place in our country does not mean at all 
that they believe it should not. Likewise, Professor O’Neill, 

22) Op. cit., p. 19. Cf. Blanshard, Communism, Democracy and Catholic 
Power, p. 216. 

23) Religion and American Democracy (1949), p. 42. 
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graduate and formerly a faculty member of a finely liberal 
college, should also have cited this unequivocal pronounce¬ 
ment of Catholic authority. He stated at the Harvard Forum 
that ‘the people who are talking about the Catholic hier¬ 
archy not believing in religious liberty have, to my knowl¬ 
edge, never cited anything to prove it.” 24 > In other words it 
is just a suspicion. Has Professor O’Neill read the reports 
from Colombia on the drastic means with which the priests 
of his faith have sought to repress Protestantism in that 
country? Has he read the story of the Mexican Dr. Vega whose 
flourishing Episcopal Church was closed by the Catholic 
hierarchy lurking behind the government? And what about 
The Case of Archbishop Stepinac ? In Jugoslavia, during 
World War II, the Catholic Church destroyed religious free¬ 
dom. 

It would perhaps give the two lay apologists of the Catholic 
Church a new approach to the problem if they read McCabe’s 
A Candid History of the Jesuits, remembering that he had 
been a priest and spoke from intimate knowledge. He says 
(p. 40) that, at the very time Ignatius was devising pleas for 
toleration in Protestant and pagan lands, he was urging the 
establishment in Italy and Portugal of the Inquisition, “the 
most inhuman instrument of intolerance that civilization has 
ever known.” Less frank and explicit than Civilta Cattolica 
are Ryan and Boland: 25> “In a genuinely Catholic State (and 
in the United States if it should become such?), public author¬ 
ity should not permit the introduction of new forms of reli¬ 
gion; but when several denominations have already been 
established, the State may and generally should permit them 
all to exist and function. The reason is that the attempt to 
suppress them would on the whole be injurious to the com¬ 
monwealth.” 

This statement is typical of Catholic qualification which 
aims to make Catholic intolerance less obvious to the toler¬ 
ant American. It does not categorically exclude repudiation 


24) Public Aid to Parochial Education, p. 34. 

25) Catholic Principles of Politics, p. 342. 
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o£ all religions except the Roman Catholic. If the United 
States should become Catholic, public authority, according to 
Ryan and Boland, would not permit the introduction of a 
new cult. This would be revoltingly un-American. Moreover, 
in a Catholic United States, denominations already estab¬ 
lished “may and generally should” be permitted “to exist and 
function.” Here is a loophole. Ryan and Boland will not 
frankly say—what their qualified statement permits—that 
complete Catholic control here would ultimately suppress all 
other religious denominations. They should cite the treat¬ 
ment of Protestants in Spain, so dear to the Vatican, to illus¬ 
trate Catholic intolerance. The recent outrages in Colombia, 
instigated by the Catholic clergy, give one an inkling of 
what the ideal treatment of dissident religious faith would be 
in this country if the Church took over the government. 
Ryan and Boland’s reason for permitting established 
Churches to exist, “that the attempt to suppress them would 
on the whole be injurious to the commonwealth,” completely 
ignores the democratic right of people to entertain such re¬ 
ligious thoughts as they wish. When they say that ‘‘the attempt 
to suppress” other established Churches would be injurious, 
they are not saying that the suppression of other Churches 
would be injurious. They do not believe that. 

According to their Church’s view, the elimination of all 
non-Catholic cults most certainly would be a blessing, not an 
injury, to the commonwealth. Less evasive is Father Connell 
who says: “As far as God’s law is concerned, and it is superior 
to man’s law, no one has a real right to accept any religion 
save the Catholic religion or to be a member of any Church 
or to practice any form of divine worship save that com¬ 
manded or sanctioned by the Catholic Church.” 26) This is 
another assertion which the Knights of Columbus should add 
to their printed propaganda. The statement is in complete 
negation of the Knights’ assertion that, if the Church had 
the power, she would not require the government to suppress 
Protestantism (see pp. 14-15). 


26) Freedom of Worship; cf. Catholic Digest, January, 1944. 
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Recently, in Boston, a group of very conservative Catholics 
insisted on the traditional doctrine of “No salvation outside 
the (Catholic) Church.” When their leader. Father Feeney, 
declined to obey his archbishop’s order to desist, he was ex¬ 
communicated not for heresy, but for disobedience. Not long 
afterwards the Vatican criticized certain bishops, whereupon 
the excommunicated priest cited the papal rebuke as justifica¬ 
tion for his belief. But Roman Catholics are forbidden to 
read the publications of Feeney’s St. Benedict’s Center. His 
former bishop finds that a more liberal interpretation is 
expedient in present-day America. This probably means that 
Feeney’s extremely conservative belief should be suppressed 
until political developments in this country become favorable 
for return to traditional doctrine. The pamphlet Church and 
State (January, 1953) reports that the distributors of Feeney’s 
books have been harassed by the police, but that fines levied 
upon these persons have been revoked in Pittsburgh. It is 
obvious that control of the police, both municipal and na¬ 
tional (such as the FBI), by the Catholic Church can be a very 
serious threat to freedom in this country. The obstinate 
Boston father has caused a flurry. The Sacred Congregation 
has handed down a decision (September, 1952) which tries to 
throw oil upon troubled waters: “It was not to private judg¬ 
ments that Our Saviour gave for explanation those things that 
are contained in the deposit of faith but to the teaching 
authority of the Church.” All Father Feeney did was to insist 
on the very definite affirmative, “There is no salvation out¬ 
side the Church,” without any qualification whatever. He 
rejects the possibility of salvation through “implicit desire.” 

The Sacred Congregation rules that one who, knowing the 
Church to have been divinely established by Christ, never¬ 
theless refuses to submit to the Church or withholds obedi¬ 
ence from the Roman Pontiff, the Vicar of Christ on earth, 
will not be saved. This assumes that Protestants who accept 
the Christian Church, but not the papal direction of it, are 
beyond the pale, and scheduled for eternal chastisement for 
the exercise of their God-given intelligence. The explanation 
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of these contradictory statements by Catholics is as follows: 
The Church in the United States, temporarily at least, feels 
that it is wise to tone down its traditionally rigid consign¬ 
ment to hell of all those outside the Church, if its program of 
wholesale conversion of democratically minded people is to 
be successful. At the same time, there must be some loophole 
through which, under favorable conditions of absolute mas¬ 
tery, the Church may return to its claim of an unconditional 
monopoly of eternal blessedness. One sees the same device in 
Robinson’s novel. The Cardinal, where the priest Fermoyle 
says: “It is true that God has given special blessings to the 
Catholic Church and has made it the divine instrument of 
salvation.” This is a qualification of a preceding statement 
that the Catholic Church teaches that anyone who believes in 
his religion—Protestant, Jew or Mohammedan—can get to 
heaven. If Protestants can enter heaven, then there are instru¬ 
ments of salvation other than the Roman Catholic Church. 
And why should the hierarchy in Colombia incite their 
faithful to destroy Protestant churches and cult, thus depriv 
ing Protestants of their means of salvation? 





TWO 


“The Sword of the Church” 


OF GREAT SIGNIFICANCE, IN THE SURVEY OF CATHOLIC WAR 

upon democracy, is the case of Archbishop Stepinac. This is 
especially so since Archbishop Keough of Baltimore has de¬ 
clared that he (Stepinac) is innocent of the charges for which, 
until recently, he has been confined in prison. The truth has 
now been convincingly set forth in a booklet entitled, The 
Case of Archbishop Stepinac, published by the Embassy of 
the Federal Peoples Republic of Yugoslavia at Washington. 1 * 
Photographic reproductions of newspapers, documents, and 
photographs of forced mass conversions of Serbs leave no 
doubt that the Roman Church, believing that at last it was 
free to impose its iron hand without restraint, proceeded to 
violate the American ideal of democracy in the grossest pos¬ 
sible manner. 

When Bishop Keough says that Stepinac is innocent, he 
really means that in the opinion of the Catholic Church 
Stepinac is so, but not at all that he is innocent in the eyes 
of humanitarians. These regard the forced conversion of 

1) The Yugoslav Embassy in Washington, or the Yugoslav Information 
Center, 816 Fifth Ave., New York 21, will furnish copies of this booklet as 
well as copies of the very important Yugoslav Review (January, 1953, vol. II, 
no. 1. Cf. also The Churchman, January 15, 1952). In illustration of the 
misleading poverty of the Catholic newspaper on this subject may be cited 
The Florida Catholic (St. Augustine), December 5, 1952: “Yugoslavia Red 
rulers charged Archbishop Stepinac with collaboration with the enemy—the 
Nazis in World War H—but the world gave little credence to this, and from 
free countries everywhere arose protests over this travesty on justice.” It is a 
pity that this paper could not have quoted Sherwood Eddy's concluding 
poignant truth, “The red hat of this new cardinal (Stepinac) will be blood- 
fed.” What a pity that the Catholic editor could not have been with Eddy 
in his vain search in Yugoslavia for a person who expressed doubt about the 
justice of Stepinac's conviction. 
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240,000 Serbs to the Roman Catholic faith as a criminal vio¬ 
lation of basic human right. Forced conversion was canoni¬ 
cally sanctioned by Stc-pinac at a conference of bishops in 
Zagreb. There are some devastating articles on the archbishop 
whom the Pope has rewarded with a cardinal’s cap. Two, in 
particular, deserve to be carefully read: (1) Sherwood Eddy’s 
article in The Christian Century (January 14, 1953), and 
(2) Alexis Gierowski’s in The Churchman (April 15, 1953). 
The frightful murders of the orthodox, and the destruction 
of their churches, is laid at the doorstep of Pavelic and his 
collaborator, Stepinac. Eddy says: “Apparently the Nazis . . . 
wanted a pure Aryan population to survive in certain dis¬ 
tricts and accordingly were chiefly responsible for the mas¬ 
sacre of 60,000 Jetvs . . . And apparently the Roman Church 
leaders wanted a pure Catholic population and accordingly 
were chiefly responsible for the death or forced conversion of 
tens of thousands of Serb Orthodox Christians. Pavelic at any 
time could have stopped the killing of the Christians. But 
neither did so.” The Vatican claims that, after World War 
II, the Catholic Church was persecuted in Yugoslavia and 
that, up to 1949, 400 Yugoslav Catholic priests were put to 
death and 300 imprisoned (J. P. McKnight, The Papacy, A 
New Appraisal, p. 310). Details appear to be lacking. If these 
clerics participated in the frightful persecution and slaughter 
of Orthodox Serbs, they deserved their fate. Yugoslav law 
gives all religions equal rights. 

The murder of Orthodox Serbs, which evoked no protest 
from Stepinac, classifies this archbishop with Gregory XIII 
who, when informed that Huguenots were being slain over 
the whole of France, remarked that this was better news than 
a hundred battles of Lepanto. The slaughter of schismatics, 
whether in the sixteenth century in France or the twentieth in 
Croatia, Colombia or Mexico, is acceptable to the Church, 
and the perpetrators and condoners of it are adjudged inno¬ 
cent. A telling confirmation of Catholic massacre is quoted in 
The Case of Archbishop Stepinac, p. 54. The priest Srecko 
Peric declared in a sermon in the church of Gorica: “Kill 
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and massacre all Serbs. First of all, kill my sister who is mar¬ 
ried to a Serb and then all Serbs. When you finish this work 
come to me here in the church and I will confess you and 
free you from sin.” Perhaps the Baltimore bishop would 
affirm that these killers, thus purged by their priest, were 
innocent in the sight of God! The commandment “Thou 
shalt not kill” was tossed to the winds. 

Another Catholic priest, one Novak, in 1941 went to the 
village of Mostanica, accompanied by Ustashi, and ordered 
the people to assemble. He told them: “You Serbs are con¬ 
demned to death and you can only escape that sentence by 
accepting Catholicism” (ibid., p. 62). One passage in this re¬ 
port cannot fail to make every American Catholic veil his 
face in shame. A school teacher of the village Belenice testi¬ 
fied that the priest Scholz ordered the local Serbian priest, 
named Bogie, to be killed in a most bestial manner. “They 
took him out of his home at night and butchered him—cut 
off his nose, his tongue, his ears and beard; they cut open his 
belly and wound the intestines around his neck.” The claim 
of the Roman Church that conversion is not effected by 
force is here given the lie. It is indeed remarkable that the 
Catholic Church cannot see that such force and murder, in the 
end, will destroy the Church itself. In an address entitled, The 
Church Eternal (February 20, 1949), Pius XII asks: “Can he 
(the Pope) remain silent when a nation is violently torn away 
from the center of Christianity, from Rome, and when all the 
Greek Catholic bishops are put in prison because they would 
not deny their faith?” 2) 

The active participation of clericals in the massacre of Serbs 
in Croatia, after it became an independent state, reached its 
zenith with the performance of the Franciscan Filopovic. 
Even in military uniform his picture does not give any inti¬ 
mation of the bestial character of this supposedly humble 
servant of Christ (The Case of Archbishop Stepinac, p. 55, 


2) For the full text of this address v. F. J. Powers, Papal Pronouncements 
on the Political Order (1952), p. 138. 
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fig.). According to his own admission his first victim was a 
child whom he killed personally while telling the Ustashi: “I 
re-christen these degenerates in the name of God and you 
follow my example.” This sadistic fiend out of hell admitted 
that he had “ordered the murder of 40,000 men, women and 
children” in the camp at Hasenovac of which he was the 
commandant. The stench of this slaughter rose to heaven 
to dethrone the saints, and set in their place a sanctified 
sadism. No protest came from Stepinac nor from the Pope 
who, from time to time, calls upon the world to return 
to peace, and announces that “the Holy See is ever ready to 
promote human welfare.” In the light of this record, how 
true is the remark of Sherwood Eddy writing in The Chris¬ 
tian Century, previously cited, that Stepinac would have 
made “an ideal Grand Inquisitor in the Middle Ages . . . 
Today he can feel that a Serbian Orthodox priest or layman 
deserves a worse fate (than that of Joan of Arc).” Stepinac 
told Eddy that he was leaving to God the fate of Protestants, 
but as Eddy trenchantly adds: “. . . not that of thousands of 
Orthodox Christians who in the days of his power were given 
the choice between conversion and death.” When one con¬ 
siders that the ideal of education in the United States is toler¬ 
ance for all creeds, how distressing is the name of Stepinac 
for a high school at White Plains, New York. The selection 
of such a name, not by the Catholic laity but presumably by 
Cardinal Spellman who must know what frightful crimes 
Stepinac tolerated, is a gross insult to the wholesome tradi¬ 
tional freedoms of this country. The bloodstained “sword of 
the Church” should hang on the walls of this high school 
where, by a miracle of an irate God, it might drip real 
Yugoslav blood! 

It was logical enough, in view of the Franciscans par¬ 
ticipation in the murderous assault upon the Serbian Church, 
that the greatest share in its confiscated property should go 
to the Franciscans. They “had played a leading part in the 
extermination of the Serbs.” After the liberation of Zagreb, 
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the Yugoslav authorities found in the crypt of the Franciscan 
monastery 36 boxes of gold objects which had been stolen 
from victims of the Ustashi. Even gold teeth were included in 
the loot, as in Germany. The amazing fact is that these boxes 
were concealed under the bones of long-dead Franciscans . . . 
and that Stepinac knew about it. Later when Pavelic, who had 
been “sent by God’’ to guide the defunct independent state 
of Croatia, no longer believed in his divine mission and fled 
to Italy, Stepinac w r as brought to trial with representatives of 
the world press in attendance. The Yugoslav government did 
not take legal action till six months after World War II. In 
the meantime Marshal Tito had requested the Vatican to 
transfer Stepinac to another country to avoid bringing the 
priest to trial. The Vatican ignored the request. Stepinac 
made no serious attempt to deny the charges but maintained 
that he could not be held accountable for the misdeeds of his 
clergy, and that in any case he was “responsible only to God.” 
Here lies the ultimate justification of the Vatican for the 
destruction of the schismatic—that it is God’s will! How can 
the Vatican reconcile its plea for peace in the world with its 
consent to the wholesale slaughter of human beings? 

When it became evident that Hitler would lose the war 
the Vatican disowned him, but the record of collaboration 
with the Nazis cannot be nullified. Nowhere was the devotion 
to the Nazi cause more outspoken than in Croatia. The pulpit 
and the press “told the faithful that Hitler was a crusader for 
the Lord and that Pavelic and the Ustashi had been sent by 
God to the Croatian people.” In an article in The Catholic 
Weekly of Sarajevo, published August 31, 1941, and trans¬ 
lated in the pamphlet The Case of Archbishop Stepinac (p. 
29), when the Church was convinced of Hitler’s success, a 
priest named Pajic declared that God would prepare Euro¬ 
pean missions, world missions (including the United States?) 
to be “upheld not by priests but by army commanders led by 
Hitler. The sermons will be well heard with the help of 
cannons, machine guns, tanks and bombers (ancillaries of 
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‘the sword of the Church’). The language of these sermons 
will be international. No one will be able to complain that he 
did not understand it because all people know very well what 
death is, and what wounds, disease, hunger, fear, slavery and 
poverty are.” 

This divine mission broadcast to the world by a priest 
seems to have completely forgotten such biblical commands 
as “Love thy neighbor as thyself.” It is a pity that Pajic did 
not conclude his supposed divinely inspired message with the 
words of Christ: “A new commandment I give unto you that 
ye love one another; even as I have loved you, that ye also 
love one another.” The date of Pajic’s article, August 31, 
1941, is significantly close to that of O’Connor’s article in the 
Catholic periodical America which appeared May 17, 1941 
(see p. 122). O’Connor of necessity was more guarded than 
Pajic, but he too was writing in the heyday of Nazi prospects 
of victory. He seems also to have been prompted by the ex¬ 
pectation of the hierarchy that Hitler’s victory would give the 
Church its coveted opportunity to destroy both Orthodoxy 
and Protestantism, besides dealing a devastating blow to 
Judaism. Since the Vatican knew of the Nazi program in ad¬ 
vance, and was fully aware of the advantage which would 
accrue to the Church as a result of the realization of that 
program, it was to be expected that the Catholic press would 
prepare the way for Nazism. 

In The Case of Archbishop Stepinac (pp. 41ff.), the evidence 
is convincingly presented that this is exactly what happened. 
It is there pointed out that the Catholic press in Yugoslavia 
“persistently attacked the Western powers, the United States, 
Great Britain and France, terming them countries of decayed 
democracy and Jewish plutocracy.” Very characteristic of the 
propaganda was the charge against all citizens opposed to 
fascism that they were Communists, a charge recently hurled 
by Catholic clergy in Mexico against the Protestants. In this 
country, too, it is a convenient and frequently employed 
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means of attacking liberal movements which are thoroughly 
democratic in character. 

In the same official publication (pp. 49ff.), we are in¬ 
formed of the participation of Catholic priests in the mass 
murders perpetrated by the Ustashi, and learn that “never 
was one of these priest-criminals called to task by Archbishop 
Stepinac or by any Church authority. Many priests were the 
chief organizers of the massacres in their districts, and many 
personally dipped their hands in the blood of the Serbs and 
the Jews.” In commenting upon these atrocities, one cannot 
do better than to quote the fascist journalist Zolle who, on 
September 18, 1941, wrote with reference to the massacre of 
Serbs by the priest Morber in the village of Stikada: “The 
first Franciscan from Assisi fraternized with the birds but these 
his students and spiritual successors in the Independent State 
of Croatia are filled with hatred and kill innocent people, 
their brothers by the heavenly father, brothers by language, 
brothers by blood .. . they kill, they murder, they bury people 
alive in ditches . . . There are bands of murderers who were 
led and who are still led by Catholic priests and monks.” 2a) 
After this savage performance of the Church in Yugoslavia, 
one would like to know whether Leo XIII would have cited 
its details in illustration of “the many benefits which the 
Church, if free to act, would confer on Society” (Immortale 
Dei). 

In the light of this shocking record of the Roman Church 
under the guidance of Pope Pius XII, and his close collabo¬ 
ration with Hitler, the Pope’s appeal for peace in 1939 was 

2a) Such mass murder comes near meeting the requirements of the sup¬ 
posed oath of the Knights of Columbus which, as printed in the Con¬ 
gressional Record, pledges its members to "make and wage relentless war, 
secretly and openly, against all heretics, Protestants and Masons ... to extir¬ 
pate them from the face of the whole earth; and I will spare neither age, 
sex or condition, and I will hang, burn, waste, boil, flay, strangle and bury 
alive those infamous heretics.” This reminds one of a passage in a letter by 
the late Rev. Luis Valencia to Cardinal Pedro Segura of Seville; "The Roman 
Catholic Church has killed by the sword, has poisoned, stoned, buried alive, 
roasted, burned to a crisp human beings, solely because they believed differ , 
ently than the Roman clergy." (The Churchman, December 1, 1953) 



















47 


“the sword of the church” 

a precautionary measure in case Hitler’s program of conquest, 
contrary to all expectations, should be defeated. The Pope’s 
refusal to receive General Eisenhower’s military missions was 
probably due to the fact that the general’s sword was that of 
freedom rather than of the Catholic Church. One recalls the 
remark of Leo XIII to Kaiser Wilhelm that “Germany must 
become the sword of the Church,” a very significant remark, 
the circumstances of which deserve a moment’s notice. At 
the meeting of the two, recorded by the Kaiser in his Mem¬ 
oirs, 31 he speaks of the confidence the Pope had in him, of 
their trusting relationship, of the evidences of friendliness 
revealed on every possible occasion. At the Kaiser’s last visit 
to the Vatican, the Pope mentioned “the lofty religious prin¬ 
ciples” underlying the Protestant Kaiser’s rule, and “it 
behooved him (the Pope) to ask the blessing of Heaven 
upon myself, my dynasty and the German Empire.” There 
was a reason for this cunning flattery. The Kaiser continues, 
“It was of interest to me that the Pope said to me on this 
occasion that Germany must become ‘the sword of the Catho¬ 
lic Church! (Attention, Knights of Columbus!) I remarked 
that the old Roman Empire of the German nation no longer 
existed and that conditions had changed. But he stuck to his 
words” (italics added). Though the Kaiser was friendly to¬ 
ward the Catholics of the south and west, he noted that “the 
antiheretical tendency still lives beneath the peaceful sur¬ 
face.” 

Pope Leo had a biblical authority for his "sword of the 
Church.” As the sole representative of God upon earth, he 
could be addressed with the words of Psalm 45: 3: “Gird thy 
sword upon thy thigh, O most mighty.” One also should cite 
Isaiah 34: 56: “My sword shall be bathed in heaven; behold 
it shall come down . . . upon the people of my curse, to 
judgment”; and Isaiah 66: 16: “For by fire and by his sword 
will the Lord (i.e. the Pope) plead with all flesh.” And the 


3) Translation by Ibarra, pp. 208ff. 
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apostle Paul in the Epistle to the Romans gives the Pope 
further incentive to wield the sword: “For he is minister of 
God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil, be 
afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the 
minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that 
doeth evil’’ ( Romans 13: 4). When Pius XII thinks of 
the murders in Yugoslavia, perpetrated by his clergy without 
protest from Stepinac whom he subsequently made Cardinal, 
perhaps the words of Matthew 10: 34 will come to his mind: 

Think not that I am come to send peace but a sword.” A 
letter published in the Buerger Zeitung of Chicago hints that 
Germany in perhaps fifty years “will have another Fiihrer, a 
Caesar, with the soul of Christ.” 4) 

The reason Pope Leo XIII cultivated the Protestant Em¬ 
peror was that the Church needed the German armies in an 
attack upon Russia, as a necessary step toward the absorp¬ 
tion by the Roman Church of the Eastern Orthodox. It shared 
Germany s Drang nach dem Osten. Having no army of its 
own, it sought and still seeks to use that of a powerful nation. 
The collaboration which Leo failed to get from Kaiser Wil¬ 
helm, the present Pope, noted for his strong German lean¬ 
ings, succeeded in getting from Hitler and his satellites. This 
collaboration has a long tradition behind it. As McKnight 
observes, Rome from the time of Constantine has cherished 
the strong man who will fight her battles ( The Papacy, p. 
280). So Pope Pius XI naturally regarded Mussolini, Hitler 
and Franco as his strong men who would put the modem 
infidels to the sword. The Vatican accepted Nazism because 
it promised to destroy socialism and communism. Now that 
the United States has become the greatest power, the Church 
is looking to it and a rearmed Germany, for a sword against 
Russia. How sharp is the contrast between “the sword of 
the Church” of Leo XIII and the constant insistence of the 


4) Cued by Tetens, Germany Plots with the Kremlin, p. 65. Some German 
newspapers in this country merit the close scrutiny of the FBI. They will not 
get it if the Jesuits control that agency. 
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present Pope upon peace, even after the latter’s consent to 
the invasion of Poland! S) 

When Hitler and the Vatican could not agree on the edu¬ 
cation of German youth, and when later the Nazis went down 
to defeat, the way was open for the Osservatore Romano of 
the Vatican to attribute the imprisonment of Stepinac to “the 
Marxist and Nazi premise for iniquitous persecution designed 
to destroy Catholicism in Yugoslavia” (The New York Times, 
November 18, 1950). So the Nazi and the Marxist have now 
become fellow persecutors of the Roman Church! But this 
charge of persecution of Catholicism, and the complaint of 
the Vatican against Czechoslovakia, that “many clerics and 
religious have been deprived of their liberty and bishops 
dragged before a lay judge and thrown into prison,” cannot 
be properly appraised, even if true, without citing Catholic 
persecution of the Ukrainians. The Vatican instructed the 
Polish hierarchy and government to convert the Ukrainians 
by removing their clergy. More than a thousand Orthodox 
priests were arrested and their jailers instructed to maltreat 
them. “My peace I leave with you!” 

The details of this frightful outrage are given by Avro 
Manhattan in his revealing book, The Vatican in World 
Politics, p. 274. 6) A “democratic state left to the whims of 
the masses” could not perpetrate such a crime. Sublimely 
oblivious of the Ukrainians persecuted by him, the Pope now 

5) For remarks by Pius XII on universal brotherhood, peace and respect 
for the rights of minorities, see F. J. Powers, Papal Pronouncements, pp. 199- 
201. The loftiness of sentiments herein expressed is sadly besmirched by the 
record of his Church in Yugoslavia. “The sword of the Church" imposes a 
qualification upon Mr. Levitt's statement that “the claims of other nations 
to dominate the world are fundamentally predicated upon force, while the 
claims of the Roman Catholic Church are fundamentally predicated upon 
spiritual powers." (The Churchman, October, 1953) The Vatican will be de¬ 
lighted to accept the collaboration of Adenauer's army as soon as it dominates 
Europe. Cardinal Fringe of Cologne, shortly after the Second World War, 
publicly rebuked such Germans as were opposed to the quick rearmament of 
Germany. 

6) It is not surprising that Manhattan has recently been denied a visa for 
the United States while Artukovic, the Himmler of Yugoslavia, resides “with 
his family in sunny California.” The Catholic lobby in Washington perhaps 
could offer a sufficient explanation. 
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(December 6, 1950) calls for prayer “for those who are being 
persecuted and who are in jail for defending the rights of the 
Church.” The Vatican had broached repeatedly the subject 
of the union of the Greek Orthodox Church with the Roman 
Catholic, but the Metropolitan in Constantinople repudi¬ 
ated the proposal, sharply and justly criticizing the Roman 
Church for its doctrinal innovations. Furthermore, the pre¬ 
eminence of the Greek tradition is attested by the simple fact 
that the New Testament was written in Greek, not in Latin, 
and is confirmed by the Greek possession of the tomb of 
Christ, where a Greek priest is constantly on guard, and of the 
more significant half of Calvary. The Vatican claim to su¬ 
premacy was the logical consequence of Roman political 
domination. Since the Roman efforts to bring the Greek 
Church into the fold have failed, the Vatican decided that 
“where blessings can accomplish nothing blows may avail.” 
When the Croats wielded Leo’s “sword of the Church” upon 
the Orthodox in World War II, and perpetrated brutalities 
to match those of Mussolini against the schismatic Copts in 
Ethiopia, the Pope uttered no word of protest and rebuke. 
The “blows” availed only temporarily. 

Although the Vatican seeks to dissociate itself from the 
Hitler stigma, it still believes that a rearmed Catholic Bavaria 
is a sine qua non of defense against the ever-present threat 
of Russian invasion. This is perhaps the reason why it never 
repudiated its concordat with the Catholic Hitler despite his 
failure to go along with his Church. Hence the return of 
Catholic neo-Nazis to power. Nor is it surprising that 
eighteen Catholic bishops petitioned McCloy, fortunately 
with no success, to release Pohl from the sentence to death 
for the murder of thousands in German concentration 
camps. 7) It was the Bonn government, headed by Chancellor 

7) McCloy, however, fell for the hoax that the Germans have been con¬ 
verted to democracy. He believes that there is little danger from Nazis or 
neo-Nazis. The obvious persistence of German nationalism is dangerous 
under any name, especially with Catholic collaboration. It is hardly a sign of 
a changed heart when the Germans demand the release of all German war 
criminals, a title which they are transferring to the Allies! 
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Adenauer who is a Catholic quite acceptable to the Vatican, 
that financed the effort to save the seven mass murderers of 
Dachau and Buchenwald in last-minute appeals at Washing¬ 
ton. Apparently, the Vatican acquiesced in the effort to 
thwart simple justice after the performance of these criminals 
had been carefully appraised by trial at Nuremberg. The 
prime question with the Vatican is not who is right or wrong 
according to moral standards, but whether a given individual 
has served the true Church. The Catholics who testified 
against Stepinac were excommunicated without regard to the 
truth of their testimony. Adenauer, who is anxious at this late 
date to undo Luther’s achievement, must certainly have the 
warm approval of the Vatican. The mention of Luther merits 
a moment’s consideration. 

At the Harvard Forum, already cited, Professor McCrossen 
said (p. 23), “Such Nazi authorities, as Ernest Krieck and 
Fritz Sollheim, upon the party’s descent from Luther, seri¬ 
ously suggested that the Number One Card of Nazi party 
membership should be an honorary one ... to Martin 
Luther.” McCrossen, in putting the stigma of Nazism upon 
Luther, i.e. Protestantism, apparently does not regard this 
suggestion as a bit of Bavarian propaganda designed to pro¬ 
pitiate Protestant Germany, and to make it easier for the 
latter to unite in World War III under Bavarian Catholic 
leadership. He does not mention that Kaiser Wilhelm was 
fully aware of “the antiheretical tendency” in southwestern 
Germany. McCrossen’s statement that “the Nazis understood 
their debt to Luther only too well” was apparently intended 
also to foist upon Luther and Protestantism responsibility 
for World War II. A fair statement would require mention 
of the fact that the present Pope, who is exceedingly well- 
informed about German politics, had many conversations 
with the Catholic Hitler, which culminated in their con¬ 
cordat, and agreed to his invasion of Poland. 

When the Hitler “sword of the Church” failed, the Vati¬ 
can made haste to decamp. However, Catholic attachment to 
the Nazi cause hoped to derive benefits from the concordat 
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even after the dictator’s death. It was reported from Berlin 
in 1945 that the Roman hierarchy protested the “de-Nazifi- 
cation and other occupation policies as too harsh on the 
Germans.” At the same time, the Catholic bishops also ob¬ 
jected to the opening of the nondenominational schools 
which were in “open violation of the rights granted the 
Church by the concordat (between Hitler and the Vatican) 
and the law”—rights, by the way, which Hitler himself had 
violated. He had promised the Vatican a privileged position 
in Germany, and wherever the Nazis were victorious. He 
made the same promise to Cardinal Innitzer in Austria so 
that the latter welcomed the invading Nazis “with swastikas 
in his churches.” (Does one see our flag in a Roman church?) 
Had the Nazis won the w r ar, would the Vatican have been 
given a privileged position in the United States? The Church 
very probably entertained such hope before disagreeing with 
Hitler on the education of the young. Had their hope been 
realized, what would have been the ultimate fate of the 
public schools in this country? It is perhaps a curious coin¬ 
cidence that, in 1940, the Jesuit Gannon, then President of 
Fordham, in a speech before the Chamber of Commerce of 
the State of New York, ridiculed our public schools as “breed¬ 
ers of unbalanced criminals.” Was this extremely unjust in¬ 
vective a prelude to a program of educational reformation 
under a foreign aegis? Or should one think of the inmates of 
the public schools as graduating into Sing Sing and hospitals 
for the criminal insane? The denunciation of the public 
school and the infiltration into it of Catholic nuns as teachers, 
together with the increase of lay teachers of the same faith, 
have long been the preliminaries of a widespread plan of 
conquest. Such a plan would have been enormously facilitated 
and accelerated by the defeat of the United States in World 
War II. For if the Roman Church’s intention of making this 
country Catholic is to be fulfilled, it is absolutely necessary 
that the public schools introduce the catechism. Peron 
ordered Catholic instruction in all the schools of Argentina, 
but Ryan and Boland (op. cit., p. 333) affirm that “neither 
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the Catholic nor the non-Catholic State has a right to main¬ 
tain a monopoly of education.” This contradiction must be 
considered in the light of things done rather than said, un¬ 
less they are exercising the ecclesiastical right of restrictio 
mentalis here, and mean that the Catholic Church alone is 
entitled to such monopoly without the mediation even of the 
Catholic state, but by direct control of parochial schools. 
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THE HARSH TREATMENT OF PROTESTANTS IN COLOMBIA HAS 

been cited. All Americans will agree that toleration of bru¬ 
tality has no place in the Christian scheme of ethics, that 
“man’s inhumanity to man’’ is productive of sufficient suffer¬ 
ing without ecclesiastical pogroms. When the republican 
government of Spain was taken over by its left wing in 1936, 
with communistic collaboration, there ensued a campaign of 
extreme violence against the Catholic Church. The long- 
pent-up hostility tow'ard ecclesiastics at last had free rein. One 
can only regret the unbridled spirit of brutality of the ex¬ 
tremists; seemingly it had remained latent in the Spanish 
blood from the days of the Inquisition. 

McCabe pertinently asks the question why, if Spain is a 
solidly Catholic country, the only outrages in times of revo¬ 
lution from 1812 onward were against the Church and the 
monks. This is no surprise in the light of Matthew 26:52: 
“Put up again thy sword into its place for all who take the 
sword shall perish by the sword.” When finally, in January, 
1939, this so-called Popular United Front in Barcelona suc¬ 
cumbed to Franco’s troops, so many cruelties were reported 
that “high-ranking Catholic laymen in France, England, and 
even in Spain, beseeched the Pope to restrain Franco from 
taking such merciless revenge.” The Pope refused to act. 1 * 
The Vatican News Service stated that “the Holy See does 
not consider it necessary to make any appeal to Generalissimo 

1) Did he give his consent to the appeal of the German Catholic bishops 
who sought to save Pohl from execution for having authorized the murder 
of thousands in the concentration camps? 
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Francisco Franco for clemency.” This has a familiar ring. 
When Gregory XIII was informed that Huguenots were be¬ 
ing slain over the whole of France, he informed the king that 
this was better news than a hundred battles of Lepanto. Car¬ 
dinal Orsini had urged the king to fulfill his promise not to 
leave a single Huguenot alive on the soil of France. 2 * Ob¬ 
viously, the opportunity to exterminate in Spain a govern¬ 
ment which began as a republic, and degenerated into a 
regime of savage retaliation, was not to be lost. There was no 
forgiveness. Apparently, the Pope forgot the humane state¬ 
ment of the Catholic Social Guild’s A Code of International 
Ethics'. “The order to give no quarter which is dictated by 
hatred or revenge and turns the struggle into a ruthless mas¬ 
sacre is absolutely immoral.” Does this apply only to secular 
strife as opposed to Catholic war upon heretics? Was the 
massacre of the Huguenots, of the Spanish Republicans, 
and of the Orthodox Yugoslavs “absolutely immoral”? When 
Pius XI declined to intervene to save the Spanish Republi¬ 
cans, was he anticipating the recent (1953) prayer to the 
Virgin of his successor: “Quench hatreds, sweeten harshness”? 

Some years later, a Christmas message from the Vatican to 
a war-weary world contained this sentence: “We cannot con¬ 
ceal the pain we felt when in addition to the suffering of the 
war we heard of others which were almost on purpose in¬ 
flicted on prisoners.” Did Pius XII have in mind the mass 
execution of Franco’s prisoners, when he declined to urge 
Franco “to stifle all feelings of hate,” and the fact that, three 
years after the collapse of the Popular United Front, there 
were still over a million political prisoners in Spain, many of 
whom were to face executioners? Or did he have in mind 
only the prisoners of his own faith? Do the Catholic laymen, 
who protested Franco’s fierce revenge, share the view of Rep¬ 
resentative J. J. Murphy of New York that Franco “is a very 
lovely and lovable character”? Would they say with Senator 
Brewster of Maine, who followed in the wake of McCarran, 


2) Cf. Acton, Correspondence, pp. 133-34. 
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that they found Franco “a good deal milder than I expected”? 
With Brewster was Congressman Keogh of New York who 

after eleven silent years in Congress suddenly became the 
champion of Franco.” Brewster 3 ’ in flowery language ex¬ 
pressed the hope that “America in the present day sound the 
clarion call that will unite the people of every land who love 
liberty . . What a pity that, in shaking hands with the 
blood-besmeared Franco, Brewster forgot the American tra¬ 
ditions he can so eloquently extol. The state of Maine is to 
be congratulated on its recent election which retired him 
from the Senate. What a pity that these representatives of 
democratic America cannot show like honor to Hitler and 
Mussolini, the other members of the Catholic trinity of sav¬ 
age dictators, especially since these had been sent by Provi¬ 
dence! When the American Legion conferred upon Franco 
its medal of merit because of his “long stand against world 
communism,” it also commemorated Franco’s defeat of the 
devoutly Catholic Basques who sought to regain their liberty. 
In its citation the Legion did not mention the fact that Franco 
congratulated the Japanese on their “day of infamy” at Pearl 
Harbor, an action not displeasing to the Vatican which soon 
after made a concordat with them. Nor did the Legion recall 
that a Madrid newspaper longed for the hour “when the sky¬ 
scrapers of New York would receive the full force of the 
glorious German aviation.” 33 ’ It is a question how long the 
Legion may properly retain its title of “American.” In self- 
defense it will cite the action of our Congress which has voted 
Spain a loan, thus bolstering up a regime which, like the 
Roman Church, has never had any use for democracy except 
to exploit it. 

Congress ignored the cardinal principles of our tradition 
by not insisting on a strict observance of essential freedom in 
Spain as a condition of the loan. It is not the function of the 
United States to impose its democratic ideals on a country. 


3) In an address at Monmouth, Maine, April 6, 1952. 

3a) New York may yet have such unwelcome visitors from the air bases to 
be built and equipped in Spain with American money. 
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However, when a recent enemy, who would have been de¬ 
lighted to cut the throat of our democracy, asks for money, it 
is our duty to demand, as a condition of such a grant, the 
recognition of basic rights for human beings in constitution, 
legal codes and in actual practice. The United States seeks to 
democratize Germany and Japan. Why not also democratize 
Spain and Italy, their partners in savage attacks upon that 
for which we stand? It is significant that Senators McCarran 
and Brewster, who sponsored the Spanish loan in the Senate, 
collaborated in opposing a loan to Yugoslavia. There is little 
doubt that the Catholic lobby approved their votes on the 
two loans. Was Brewster bidding for any susceptible Catholic 
vote in his home state? How gratifying is the published 
photograph of Senator McCarran shaking hands with 
Franco, 41 and that, too, of former Postmaster Farley! Do these 
men approve of Franco’s congratulation of the Japanese on 
the “day of infamy”? Do they applaud Franco’s harsh treat¬ 
ment of the Basques after their struggle for liberty failed? In 
a despicable effort to stamp out the national feeling of these 
devout Catholics, he suppressed the teaching of their lan¬ 
guage in the schools, prohibited the publication of magazines 
and newspapers in Basque, required Basque parents to give 
their children Spanish names at baptism, forbade sepulchral 
inscriptions in Basque, and suppressed preaching and reli¬ 
gious instruction in that language. Does Senator McCarran 
approve of such measures? Did he congratulate Franco’s cen¬ 
sors when he learned that they had forbidden newspapers to 
use the word Christmas because in Spanish the word means 
“Christmas card,” and Spanish churchmen believe that 
Christmas cards are a Protestant custom? 51 Will he grossly 
insult the ideals of freedom in his homeland by wearing his 
recently conferred Grand Cross of the Order of Isabel la 
Catolica, the queen who joined her husband in establishing 

4) The Saturday Evening Post, April 28, 1951. 

5) The New York Times, December 24, 1950. And now comes word from 
Argentina of the discovery that Benjamin Franklin's Exhortations to Thrift 
are germinating “treason” in the souls of school children! 
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the Inquisition in Spain? And what of his remarks upon 
receiving this symbol of human agony: “Spain is a great gov¬ 
ernment and great nation,” and “We Americans must remain 
steadfast in our faith in Spain”? Does he presume to speak 
for Americans brought up in a tradition of religious freedom? 
Does the Senator mean that Americans, who are really such, 
must support the Spanish Cardinal Segura in his present 
program of ruthlessly stamping out non-Catholic “heresies”? 

What does McCarran think of the shocking violations of 
religious liberty in Franco’s benighted land? These have been 
concisely summed up by President J. A. Mackay of the 
Princeton Theological Seminary. No external sign of a 
Protestant place of worship is allowed nor may any publicity 
be given to its services. No literature may be published. 
Protestants may not gather in private homes for worship. 
They may not have recreational clubs for youth nor schools 
for their own children. As a final insult to their faith, in some 
regions they may not have service for their dead at the grave. 
These restraints are due to fear lest the Catholics be exposed 
to heretical doctrines and desert their own Church. Attacks 
upon Piotestant churches and their Spanish pastors are re¬ 
ported in the press from time to time. Copies of the Bible, 
and other religious works sent to Spain by the British and 
Foreign Bible Society, were seized by Franco and ground up 
to make cellulose. The list of mean and utterly contempt¬ 
ible infringements upon the religious rights of the very few 
Protestants in the country present a striking contrast to the 
complete freedom which the Catholic minority enjoys in the 
United States. In Madrid, when Mr. H. C. Schnur sought a 
place where American Jews could worship, he found the 
only synagogue in a sub-basement. He reports (Congress 
Weekly, October 12, 1953) that of the one thousand Jews in 
that city, many have accepted baptism, and are bringing up 
their children in the Catholic faith. Their children must take 
the state religion in school. American Catholics should hang 
their heads in shame. 

There can be little question that our government’s softness 
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in the treatment of Spain is largely due to the pressure of 
the Catholic lobby in Washington. The Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee of our Senate, after a recent visit to Spain, 
recommended $200,000,000 for military aid and the same 
amount for economic assistance to that country. Their report 
contained one comment which the whole committee sup¬ 
pressed at the request of Senator Brewster of Maine, to wit: 
“Many people do question whether the acquisition of such an 
ally is worth the price ... of compromising the moral and spir¬ 
itual values shared by the free nations of the Atlantic area” 
(The Nation, September 1, 1951). It was pointed out that 
Franco was not to be pressed to reform his regime whereupon 
The Nation wisely observed that Franco cannot liberalize it. 
“To do so would be to invite its overthrow . . “The sicken¬ 
ing fact is not that we exact no political concessions from 
Franco, but that we should ally ourselves with him on any 
terms . . . our decision to support the Franco regime with 
money and military missions will inevitably have the effect 
of converting Franco’s internal enemies—the oppressed 
people of Spain—into enemies of the United States” ( The 
Nation, January 12, 1952). 

Should the fond dream of the Vatican to revive the former 
alliance of (Bavarian) Germany, Italy and Japan be realized, 
just where would Spain take its stand? In the extremely im¬ 
portant Madrid letter of the Nazi underground organization, 
which is fully translated by Tetens in his recent book (already 
cited), occurs the following significant statement: “A war of 
exhaustion between Russia and America in which Europe 
could be spared would result in the upsurge of a third power 
bloc. If the continent of Europe succeeds in preserving its 
strength, it would thus regain the leadership in the world. 
There are reliable reports that such a policy would have the 
quiet but vigorous support of the Vatican (italics added). It 
is entirely to the interest of the Roman Catholic Church to 
see to it that the schismatic Slavs and the predominant Prot¬ 
estant North American continent must be weakened for a 
long time to come.” Highly suggestive is another passage from 
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the same document: “The mystical element and the religious 
tradition embodied in the concept of the Reich sparks our 
political mission and is especially attractive within the Catho¬ 
lic world. Cortesi, writing in The New York Times (June 
21, 1952), says that documents in the secret files of the Italian 
Foreign Ministry show that “only the early outbreak of the 
war prevented Spain from becoming a full member of the 
Rome-Berlin Axis.” It is now proper to speak of a Bonn- 
Madrid-Buenos Aires Axis. The Basques report that the 
capital of their short-lived republic was bombed by Nazi and 
Italian planes (as a friendly gesture to Franco?). And yet Dr. 
Carlton Hayes, professor emeritus of Columbia University, 
had the audacity to tell students of Holy Cross that the 
Franco regime is not really fascist, and that it helped us 
during the war! Mr. I. J. Hamilton’s review of the profes¬ 
sor s book (The Nation, April 5, 1952) is so revealing as to 
warrant the hope that Hayes join the faculty of Holy Cross. 

The resolution of the United Nations of December 12, 
1946, stated that “the Franco regime is a fascist regime pat¬ 
terned on, and established largely as a result of aid received 
from Hitler’s Nazi Germany and Mussolini’s Fascist Italy.” 
As an editorial in The New York Times (September 28, 
1953) states. That regime has not changed in any way since 
1946, and the condemnation-which is a moral as well as a 
political one-still stands.” And now Prince Adalbert of 
Bavaria, the West German government’s ambassador to 
Spain, is establishing under Spanish names Krupp factories 
for the production of heavy artillery and tanks. It is main¬ 
tained that these factories are to be financed by the United 
States. No one seems to suggest that, in the event of a vic¬ 
torious Central Europe, American military bases and equip¬ 
ment in Spain would be put at the disposition of a dominant 
and domineering Catholic West Germany. The question of 
Philippe Barres calls insistently for an answer: “How long 
will the French let Adenauer conduct Western policy by ex¬ 
ploiting American ignorance?” 

This Spanish regime which would have welcomed our 
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destruction in the last war now has the audacity to emulate 
Adenauer in stepping up its demands upon our government. 
The new treaty signed at Madrid appears to be largely a secret 
document. The American taxpayer who is footing the bill 
is informed that, for sums of money not yet specified, Spain 
grants the United States bases for airplanes where the tech¬ 
nical work will be done by our technicians, while the bases 
will be under Spanish command! The Catholic Cardinal 
pia y Deniel makes the amazing statement, “The Divine 
Providence has willed that, a month after Spain and the 
Holy See signed a concordat establishing Catholic unity (i.e. 
Roman Catholicism as the state religion), economic and mili¬ 
tary agreements be signed between Spain and the United 
States.” Just how Divine Providence expressed Its will is not 
stated, but this is probably another way of saying that the 
Pope is identified with deity here. The reference in this 
connection to Catholic unity in Spain is perhaps a warning 
that the religious affiliations of the large personnel, civilian 
and military, which the construction and operation of the 
bases will bring into Spain, will not involve any relaxation of 
the un-American restrictions placed upon Protestants in the 
country. Our government, in not demanding the same free¬ 
dom for these Protestants in Spain as the Catholics enjoy in 
the United States, suggests that, with the help and guidance 
of the Catholic lobby, our country is rapidly losing its status 
as the protagonist of democracy. The torch of the Statue of 
Liberty but faintly flickers. In the negotiations with the 
Spanish Foreign Minister, our Ambassador Dunn was told 
that Spain did not want a single Mason in the country. Since 
Masons are respectable people, and infinitely superior to 
Franco in respecting the basic rights of human beings, our 
ambassador should have felt free to tell the Spanish minister 
whither he might betake himself! But victory in the great 
war has meant defeat of the principles of democracy—a de¬ 
feat not yet completed. 

There is due Representative Sutton of Tennesse unstinted 
praise for his defense of such principles when, before the 
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agreement of the United States with Spain, he moved to 
amend a bill so that it would prevent the Mutual Security 
Administration from appropriating any of its funds to “coun¬ 
tries that do not guarantee religious freedom.” He said in 
part: “I think it nothing but right, since the United States 
of America was founded for religious freedom, that we not 
appropriate any money to any country unless they guarantee 
the same religious freedom we have here. We are trying to 
be a guiding light for the freedom-loving people of the world, 
and I cannot see how we can ask our people to relinquish 
our right of worship regardless of where they may be. But, 
if this amendment fails, this Congress is saying to some coun¬ 
tries: ‘Take our money, but you have our permission to 
close our churches and throw our missionaries into jail in 
your country. We do not care.’ ” The amendment was beaten 
down by the Republicans. It is reported that no newspapers 
referred to this matter. They apparently had no interest in 
standing up for an amendment which was dictated by the 
finest of American principles—that of freedom to think and 
to believe. 

It is a satisfaction to know that President Eisenhower is not 
among those who favor the proposal of the United States to 
slip the Generalissimo into the Atlantic Alliance. To this fact 
may be added the observation of William Attwood that “if 
Uncle Sam is so feeble that he needs Franco in his corner to 
win the next one, then he might as well throw in the towel 
right now.” Bishop Oxnam, an ideal American democrat, 
has put the matter in another light by observing that “to 
salute Franco to stop Stalin may alienate French and British 
labor, and to support his brutal totalitarian regime is to 
fill democrats in South America with misgivings.” Does any¬ 
one entertain the quaint vagary that, should Europe be over¬ 
run by the Russians, the army of Franco, or even a royalist 
successor, could help stop them at the Pyrenees? Now that 
Franco has received a loan from the United States, one would 
expect changes in his Cabinet to indicate a change of heart 
on the part of the dictator. However, Del Vayo sarcastically 
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remarks that his government is “newly staffed with fine demo¬ 
cratic monarchists and clericals.” His Minister of War fought 
the Allies, his Minister of Information handed bouquets to 
Hitler and hurled tirades against the United States. The new 
Minister of the Interior presided over the program of terror 
against liberals. Freemasons and Protestants. The return of 
these ministers to power parallels that of the Nazis. Del Vayo 
concludes his appraisal with the remark that one of the 
greatest blunders in the foreign policy of the big powers is 
the American notion that Spain can be induced to fight under 
Franco (The Nation, July 28, 1951). Of one thing there can 
be little doubt: The agitation in favor of the Spanish regime 
can hardly be offensive to the totalitarian Vatican, even 
though the two do not agree on clerical appointments. 

It is of passing interest that McCarran apparently felt that 
he should anticipate criticism for shaking the dripping hand 
of Franco by denying that his Catholic faith consciously or 
subconsciously entered into his collaboration with Spain. 
Does the American Catholic approve of Franco’s record? 1 he 
Pope declined to heed an appeal for clemency when Franco 
finally had the remnants of the Popular United Front in his 
power. And yet, in his allocution to the Cardinals in June, 
1944, there is a thinly veiled plea for peace not too hard on 
the Germans: “Wise, moderate political skill never fails to 
give the losing side the hope—we should like to say confidence 
that even to their people ... a worthy place be prepared. 6) 
In keeping with the attitude of the Pope toward the Popular 
Front in Spain, and the later reticence of the Vatican as to 
the crimes of the Catholics Hitler and Pavelic, is the contrast 
presented by the 150 Catholic bishops in the United States 
“who assailed the indifference of the so-called Christian gov¬ 
ernments to the persecution of Catholics behind the Iron 
Curtain and yet had nothing to say or recommend about the 
Protestants and Jews who are persecuted in Spain” (P.O.A.U., 
April, 1952). A letter published in The Washington Post by 
one Walter Felder is a model for the American Catholic: “I 


6) Cf. Powers, op. cit., p. 186 (allocution, June 2, 1944). 
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am a Catholic myself but I put fair play, tolerance and hu¬ 
manity far above my religion. . . . To be a good Christian, as 
I see it, is to have a heart big enough for all mankind of what¬ 
soever shade of belief or disbelief. If the Pope . . . and bishops 
would petition Dictator Franco to stop the persecution of 
religious minorities in Spain he would comply within twenty- 
four hours.” Mr. Felder is more humane than many of his 
Church’s superiors. 

When the Austrian Dictator Dollfuss in 1934 started his 
pogrom against the Socialists his executions were stopped by 
the protest of a foreign power, but no protest “nor word of 
mercy” came from the Vatican. The 20,000 Socialists in 
prison “were treated with the utmost brutality,” although 
their own revolution in 1919 had not hurt a hair of anybody’s 
head. The recollection of this un-Christian treatment of the 
Socialists found expression in the election (May, 1951) to the 
presidency of Austria of Theodor Koerner whom the Catholic 
dictator Dollfuss imprisoned for eleven months. A stunning 
criticism of the collaboration of totalitarian Church and State 
is that it is destructive of human kindness. Apparently, both 
share the basic doctrine of J. Janolf (Heroism and World 
Fear, 1937): “Only he that is hard enough, who knows the 
joy of cruelty (i.e. sadism?) can be historically effective to¬ 
day.” How can the Vatican protest brutality and ignore pleas 
for mercy? How can the Roman Catholic bishops in the 
United States protest the persecution of their adherents in 
Russia, and ignore the sufferings of Protestants in Colombia— 
sufferings instigated by clergy of their faith? 

The explanation of this moral inconsistency is that, in the 
obvious belief of the Church, there are two kinds of persecu¬ 
tion: iniquitous when Catholics are the sufferers, and holy 
when they inflict it upon those outside the fold. Leo XIII, in 
his encyclical Immortale Dei, declared: “God has conferred 
upon the Church (i.e. the Catholic Church) the care of 
everything that has to do with religion, the propagation of the 
faith and administration in accordance with her own judg¬ 
ment.” The use of force to realize this belief forgets the bib- 
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Heal command, “All things whatsoever ye would that men 
should do unto you even so do ye unto them.” The Pope now 
wants peace “that will guarantee the rights of religion to na¬ 
tions and their private citizens.” This guarantee is somewhat 
ambiguous. Does he mean die rights of Methodists who are 
so unpopular with his Church in Rome, and of the Baptists, 
some of whose churches in Italy have been closed by govern¬ 
mental agency? Does he include the Orthodox Serbs, thou¬ 
sands of whom were forced to accept the Roman Catholic 
creed? Or does he mean only the rights of the Catholic reli¬ 
gion? Surely, the latter! 

In respect to persecution, the Pope and the late Stalin were 
uncongenial bedfellows in that they subscribed to the doc¬ 
trine that each had a duty to persecute those of contrary be¬ 
lief, but that they themselves should not be victims of perse¬ 
cution. It is as if these totalitarians each said: “I have the 
truth; you are in error. The duty of truth is to destroy error. 
This I shall do no matter how much misery may result.” The 
slogan of each has been: “Believe or be damned.” In view of 
the pious paeans of peace issuing from the Vatican, would it 
not be well to substitute for such a slogan the more Christian 
exhortation: “A new commandment I give unto you that ye 
love one another”? 

Pius XII has requested an international status for the holy 
places in Palestine with freedom of worship and respect for 
the customs and traditions of religion (1948). He does not 
demand the status quo of diverse cults in the Church at Jeru¬ 
salem. The simple reason is that, in the words of Leo XIII, 
the Church deems it unlawful to put the various forms of 
divine cult on the same basis as the true religion (Immortale 
Dei). After the proposed internationalization of the holy 
places, the Church would, of course, strive for complete pos¬ 
session. The Very Rev. Hyacinth Faccio is already the Fran¬ 
ciscan custodian of the Holy Land. Had the arrogant Musso¬ 
lini, after his bestial desecration of Ethiopia, heeded the call 
of the Italian Catholic clergy to proceed to the conquest of 
Palestine and Syria, and had he fulfilled such mission, one 
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can imagine what would have happened to the various Chris¬ 
tian cults in and near the tomb of Christ. Of course, the 
Moslems are a very important factor in the fate of the Holy 
Land. The strategy of the Vatican in dealing with the Mos¬ 
lems is obviously clever. The appearance of the Virgin at 
the village of Fatima is attributed to the fact that it bore the 
name of the daughter of Mohammed who, according to the 
Koran, is “the most holy of all women next to Mary.” In 
keeping with this propaganda, it is proclaimed that the Virgin 
chose to be known as Our Lady of Fatima in the hope that 
the Moslems, who show her so much respect, would ulti¬ 
mately accept her divine Son. Such acceptance would assure 
the Roman Church exclusive possession of the holy places. 
Had the vision occurred at Mecca, the Moslems would be 
perhaps more impressed than they are. 

One should read Manhattan’s account of the miracle; of 
the fake photographs of the sun at noon; and his withering 
exposition of the political uses which the Vatican made of 
the supposed miracle. ■> If the Vatican does not merit the 
charge of “unexampled dishonesty ... to promote at all costs 
mass superstition for political purposes,” the Pope’s claim 
that the miracle was renewed for his eyes while in the Vati¬ 
can gardens may be appraised as a hallucination. Adenauer 
who daily recites the rosary to Our Lady of Fatima can hardly 
be unaware of the Pope’s political program. A difficulty which 
miracles share with the stereotyped clerical announcement 
that a Mussolini or a Coughlin has been sent by God, is that 
they do not maintain their seemingly divine status. At the 
beginning of the sixteenth century, the Dominicans at Berne 
in their controversy with the Franciscans over the doctrine of 
Immaculate Conception prevailed upon a young man of 
feeble intellect to see with his own eyes the Virgin Mary her¬ 
self, and hear her protest the doctrine. The fraud was dis¬ 
covered, and four Dominicans were thrown to the flames (S. 
Reinach, Orpheus, pp. 419-420). 


7) Catholic Imperialism and World Freedom (1952), pp. 41-55. 










FOUR 


“Thou art Peter ” 


RECENT AMERICAN CRITICISM OF THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH 
has avoided its creed, and concentrated attention upon its 
political and educational programs. This criticism, however, 
has been construed as an attack upon Catholic religion and 
quite logically, because the two programs in question are the 
inevitable consequence of its creed. To attack them is to 
attack effect rather than cause. The cause concisely stated is 
the belief that the Catholic Church was designated by Christ 
to be the one and only true church in the world. 

How valid is this contention? Its validity is not at all im¬ 
pressive. The proud claim rests upon two verses in Matthew 
(16: 18-19): “And I say unto thee that thou art Peter and 
upon this rock (petra) I shall build my church and the gates 
of hell shall not prevail against it. 1 * And I shall give unto thee 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven. The first of these verses 
is inscribed in Latin at the base of the dome of St. Peter s as 
the Scriptural foundation of an authority which is not to be 
questioned. As Guignebert notes, the Gospel texts never put 
into the mouth of Jesus the expression “my church” except 
in Matthew 16: 18. 1 2) The establishment of a permanent 
Church is at variance with the declaration of Christ that the 
“Kingdom” is at hand. “The primacy of the apostle Peter 
which Jesus is thought to announce in the passage in Matthew 
did not exist, since the disciples, assembled around him, John 
and James, ‘the brother of the Lord,’ only honored him and 

1) On Tu es Petrus, cf. C. H. Moehiman, The Wall of Separation between 
Church and State (1951), pp- 4-13. 

2) Le Christianisme antique (1921), p. 162. 
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listened to him as a man ennobled by the trust and friendship 
of the Master.” 

The command which the Church cites in justification of its 
claim to a monopoly of education throughout the world “Go 
ye therefore and make disciples of all the nations” (, Matthew 
28: 19) was the logical consequence of the Hellenistic idea 
of the Oikoumene, “the inhabited (world),” the nations 
of which Alexander the Great conquered. The conquest of 
men s lands was to be followed by the conquest of their souls. 
The Greek ideal of culture was to become universal. The 
command in Matthew, the inspiration of which is Hellen¬ 
istic, is amplified (in a way that Alexander would have ap¬ 
proved) by the novelist H. M. Robinson ( The Cardinal, p. 
509) who finds in it “an obligation on the part of the Catholic 
Church to manifest itself . . . militantly (with the sword of 
the Church?) in a world sorely needing some accent of the 
Holy Ghost.” The command in Matthew does not specify 
that Robinson’s “accent of the Holy Ghost” is to be an 
oblique slash of a sabre. 

There are two details in the citation from Matthew one of 
which may, and the other of which certainly does, indicate 
an indebtedness to the ancient Persian cult of Mithras which 
long antedated Christianity. Mithraism flourished in Cilician 
Tarsus, the city of St. Paul. It was transplanted to Rome to 
become, in the third century, a very close rival of Christianity, 
because the two cults had so much in common. These two de¬ 
tails are the rock and the keys. The Latin translation of the 
statement attributed to Christ by Matthew, Tu es Petrus et 
super hanc petram meam ecclesiam aedificaho, preserves the 
pun of the original Greek which is lost in the English trans¬ 
lation. Puns were popular in Greek literature from the days 
of Homer, and this popularity may have had something to do 
with the appearance of one in the text of Matthew. Now 
Mithras was peti egenes, born of the rock,” and in sculpture 
is represented rising from one. Shepherds witnessed the birth. 
This story was a later modification of the myth that Mithras 
as god of light burst from the rock vault of heaven. Cumont 
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notes that “this rock of generation which had given birth to 
the genius of light was even compared to the immovable rock, 
emblem of Christ, upon which the Church was founded.” 3) 
Such syncretism, while indicating the important role of the 
rock, may overstep the bounds of probability. It is more likely 
that the rock in Matthew is the simple symbol of firm founda¬ 
tion as it is for a house in Matthew 7:24. The pun Petrus is 
a petra,” a rhetorical figure of speech, hardly authorizes the 
pre-eminence of a church at some place not specified. Christ 
did not command Peter to establish the Church at Rome. 

The keen desire of the Vatican to get some definite evi¬ 
dence of the presence of St. Peter in Rome led a pope, some 
years ago, to promise a cardinal’s cap to an archaeologist if 
he should discover such evidence. The late Dr. Lehmann 
who at the time was preparing for the priesthood tells the 
story. “As a student in Rome I had as my teacher of archae¬ 
ology a certain Professor Marucchi. He related to us that for 
fifty years his greatest ambition had been to unearth in Rome 
some inscription which would verify the papal claim that the 
apostle Peter was actually in Rome. Pope Leo XIII had 
solemnly promised, should he succeed in bringing to light 
such an inscription, that, layman and married though he was, 
he would reward him by making him a cardinal. He was 
forced to admit to us that he had given up hope of success in 
his search.” 4) But the desire of the Vatican has now been met 
with the announcement that the tomb of the saint has been 
found beneath his cathedral. The announcement appears not 
to have produced a flurry of excitement among secular archae¬ 
ologists, and whether this unnamed tomb will survive the 
scrutiny of reasonable doubt remains to be determined. The 
inscription on a sarcophagus near the supposed tomb of Peter 
invokes his aid for Christians buried near his body, but the 
date of it (third century) need indicate only that belief in his 
burial there was as early as that century. The existence of 
rival sites for the tomb shows that a clearly defined tradition 


3) Mysteries of Mithra, p. 194. 

4) The Converted Catholic Magazine, April, 1951, p. 102. 
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did not exist. Guignebert, who goes into the question at great 
length, concludes that the only certain point is that in 258 
the bodies of St. Peter and St. Paul were venerated in a crypt 
ad Catacumbas on the Appian Way. Upon the establishment 
of a belief that Peter died in Rome, it followed that his 
tomb would be discovered there some day. 

The second of the two verses in Matthew offers a striking 
reminiscence of a Mithraic conception: “I will give unto thee 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven.” Two keys appear in 
papal symbolism and two are also held by statues of the lion¬ 
headed male figure which played a very important role in the 
Mithraic sanctuary. 8 ) Cumont says of this figure that it “holds 
in each hand a key as monarch of the heavens the portals of 
which it opens. The lion s head of the hybrid form is cer¬ 
tainly linked in idea to the lion of the fourth degree of the 
Mithraic initiation, and was probably a mask worn by the 
initiate when he took that degree. The lion is the most fre¬ 
quently mentioned of the seven titles of Mithraic initiates. 
The two keys which the lion-headed figure holds are the 
counterparts of the pair given to St. Peter. Apparently the 
Mithraic who had been initiated into the fourth degree, that 
of the lion, had the entree of heaven. He could unlock its 
portal. It is significant of the importance of the lion that the 
title Leo was also given to priests of Mithras who were called 
Leones Mithrae, the lions of Mithras.” This raises a question 
as to the origin of the name Leo, first borne by a pope in the 
first half of the fifth century. Mithras still had adherents in 
the fourth century at Rome, but went down to defeat before 
Christianity in 394. So the first Pope Leo, who is said to have 
been bom in Rome, may have been the scion of a Mithraic 
family which had contributed a priest or priests to the Per¬ 
sian cult. Still another significant index of the close relation¬ 
ship of the Christian and Mithraic cults is the celebration of 
the nativity of Christ on the 25th of December which was also 
the birthday of Mithras. That of Mithras was determined by 


5) Cumont, Textes et Monuments figures, figs. 20-22. 
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the winter solstice after which the new year began to wax 
great again. Christ’s birthday is unknown; it borrowed a date 
from Mithras. 

In final illustration of the close ties between the two cults 
in question may be cited the loaf of bread and the goblet of 
water, placed before the mystic, over which the priest pro¬ 
nounced the sacred formula. “The oblation of bread and 
water, with which wine was undoubtedly mixed, is compared 
to the Christian sacrament. Like the latter it was not granted 
until after a long novitiate” (Cumont, op. cit., I, p. 158). In 
the light of this coincidence, it is reasonable to reject the 
prevalent derivation of the Latin word missa, “the mass,” 
from the Latin word missio, “a dismissing,” and the explana¬ 
tion that the command Ite, missa est: “Go; it is the dismissal,” 
which was addressed to the catechumens, came to mean: “Go; 
it is the mass” (Fortescue, The Mass), and to accept the far 
more reasonable etymology that missa is the Latinized version 
of the Persian mizd or myazd which Haug ( Essay on the 
Parses) describes as a round cake sacramentally eaten. In the 
Mithraic rite, the celebrant consecrated the bread and water 
mixed with wine and consumed them. The mystic significance 
of wine in pagan cult is confirmed by a remarkable statement 
by Justin Martyr (Dial. c. Trypho 295A): “They record that 
he (Dionysus) discovered the vine, was torn to pieces and 
died, was resurrected and ascended to heaven, and that in his 
mysteries they serve wine.” Justin died about a.d. 165. It 
would then appear that the early Christian cult at Rome 
shared with its rival the date for the birthday at Christmas, 
the two keys and the name for the eucharist. 

These correspondences impair the claim that St. Peter is a 
distinctive petra or rock, and that he alone has the keys to 
heaven. A few verses later (Matthew 16:23), Jesus sharply 
rebukes Peter: “Get thee behind me, Satan. Thou art a 
stumbling block unto me, for thou mindest not the things of 
God but the things of man.” Perhaps Pope Alexander VI, who 
minded the things of men if ever mortal did, found some 
comfort in this rebuke to the assumed founder of his holy 














72 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


throne in Rome. In Matthew 18:18 all the disciples are 
told by Christ: “What tilings soever ye shall bind on earth 
shall be bound in heaven; and what things soever ye shall 
loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” This is a repetition 
of what was told Peter in Matthew 16:19. So they, as well as 
he, received a divine authority. There is no justification for 
the Vatican s assumption of exclusive authority and Bishop 
St. Cyprian denied it. Guignebert gives a concise statement 
of the evidence (op. cit., pp. 180ff). At the end of the second 
century, I ertullian expressed the current conviction w'hen 
he said the Christians formed a body, the members of which 
should remain united for the common good and the affirma¬ 
tion of truth. This brotherly union had no other basis than 
the idea that it ought to exist, and that it was the wish of all. 
At that time, there was no question of the subordination of 
a church or churches to another. The proof of this is given by 
St. Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, in the third century, in a 
controversy with St. Stephen, Bishop of Rome, against whom 
he rallied the whole African episcopate over a question of 
discipline in affirming the right of every church to be her own 
mistress. The idea of a Christian body resulted from repeated 
contact of the different communities, from conversations 
among bishops, and from letters exchanged with regard to 
questions of importance, such as the determination of the 
date of Easter, or the position to be taken with reference to a 
new doctrine. 

The rock and keys were not limited in the East to Mithra- 
ism. Peter’s real name was Simon Barjonas, but, without ex¬ 
planation, Christ gave him the name of Cephas “which is 
translated Petros” (John 1:42). The change of his name to 
Rock may have been due to the importance of the rock in 
Mithraism at Tarsus. Guignebert notes that cepha in the 
sense “rock” was in use in the Aramaean of Palestine. 6 * A key 
related, in its figurative use, to the keys of Peter and Mithras 
is that of the house of David (Isaiah 22:22): “And the key 
of the house of David will I lay upon his shoulder, and he 


6) La Primaute de Pierre, p. 3. 
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shall open and none shall shut, and he shall shut and none 
shall open.” But the Mithraic keys like those of Peter are two 
in number. As Guignebert remarks, the two famous verses 
in Matthew relating to the rock and the keys are not an or¬ 
ganic constitution of the church. Matthew does not speak of 
a pope. “Christ repeatedly affirms that the Kingdom is at 
hand, that it is imminent, that this generation will not pass 
without seeing it. These affirmations hardly sanction the con¬ 
clusion that the verses in Matthew provide the faithful with 
a permanent government upon earth, and impose upon them 
the weight of an authority divinely justified and which would 
reduce their initiative to obedience” {ibid., p. 38). Jesus en¬ 
tertained the hope of winning over the entire Jewish nation. 
Only by an act of renunciation could He bring Himself to 
consider a small part of His Church, i.e. the Church at Rome, 
as His Church. As Guignebert concludes: “For Christ it was 
the Kingdom and not the Church. The two verses in Matthew 
transport us beyond Christ s thought, beyond evangelical 
history, to the apostolic period or even post-apostolic {ibid., 
pp. 39-40). 

The reasonable theory of the indebtedness of Matthew to 
Mithraism of Persian provenance raises the question as to 
other indebtedness of the Roman Catholic Church to the 
same source. Eastern influence in the Hellenistic age pro¬ 
foundly affected sturdy Roman character, giving it a taste for 
luxury and splendor. Blanshard sums up a description of the 
canonization of a saint at St. Peter’s with these words: “It is 
scarcely necessary to point out that this ritual of display has 
nothing more to do with original Christianity than the wor¬ 
ship of Stalin has to do with original Socialism ... It would be 
difficult to discover in all history any person whose life-record 
and personal habits conflicted more openly with ecclesiastical 
display and exaggerated ceremonialism than Jesus of Naz¬ 
areth” {Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, pp. 82- 
3). This display shares the provenance of the two keys of St. 
Peter. The crown called tiara, which the Pope wears at the 
canonization of a saint, and which is a symbol of his per- 
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sonification as Christ, borrows its name from the tiara of the 
Romans who shared it with the Greeks. It was known to the 
Romans as an Oriental headdress. Seneca describes it as tall: 
rectam (upright) capite tiaram gerens. For the Greeks the 
word designated a Persian headdress worn on solemn occa¬ 
sions. It therefore seems likely that the intermediary for the 
transmission to papal ceremonial dress of this Persian head¬ 
dress of solemn associations was the Persian priest of Mithra- 
ism. Another name for a papal crown, which appears in Eng¬ 
lish as miter and in Latin as mitra, is the same word as the 
Greek mitra, a headband worn by women, which was also 
applied by the Greeks to a Persian headdress as a mark of 
effeminacy. Plutarch, however, tells us that it was the head¬ 
dress of the priest of Herakles on the island of Cos. The re¬ 
ligious associations of the word are further shown by its use 
in Greek as a name for the Persian Aphrodite. 

When the Mithraic initiate took the (third) degree known 
as miles, soldier, he was offered a crown but refused it with 
the cult formula, Mithras is my crown” (the word used by 
Tertullian is corona), or in other words: "Mithras is my 
mitia. A parallel for this is: “The Lord is on my head like 
a crown; . . . thou livest upon my head.” 7 ) The Mithraic 
miles never afterwards wore a crown at banquets, saying that 
it belonged to his god. It is a curious coincidence that Chris¬ 
tians did not crown themselves at banquets. The crown was 
an emblem of victory belonging to Christ. An expression, 
Mithras is my mitra, would be another sacred pun like the 
play in Matthew upon Petrus and petra. The ends of the 
original headband still hang down from the Pope’s miter. The 
tiara of the Persian king also had a band called by the Greeks 
diadema, which was adopted by Alexander and kings gen¬ 
erally. The Roman ceremonial words mitra, tiara, and missa 
are lexical triplets born in the East, and appropriated by Ro¬ 
man ecclesiastical vocabulary from that of its older rival in 
Rome, the Persian Mithraic cult. The priests of the Phrygian 

7) Pistis Sophia 166; cf. J. R. Harris, Odes and Psalms of Solomon, p. 89. 
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Cybele at Rome also wore the mitra. 8) A Phrygianum stood 
on the site of the Vatican. 

The cult of Cybele, the Great Mother, had arrived in the 
city in the year 204 b.c. When excavations were made for the 
foundations of the facade of St. Peter’s, altars commemorating 
the taurobolium were discovered, but immediately destroyed 
by Christians. 83 ’ The Great Mother, who came from the East, 
was Goddess of Fertility and Queen of the Heavens, but re¬ 
mained a virgin like Ishtar of the Babylonians and the Virgo 
Caelestis of Carthage. The idea of a Divine Mother—the 
source of life, the symbol of tenderness and infinite goodness 
—responded to a need of humanity. She was enthroned on the 
right of the Omnipotent. It was this need, and the goddess 
who fulfilled it for the pagans, which helped to foster Mario- 
latry in the Roman Catholic Church. Julian the Apostate 
called Cybele the Virgin Mother. For more than one Chris¬ 
tian of the first centuries, the Mother of Christ was the new 
Cybele. 8b> She has continued to be called the Gran Madre, 
i.e. Magna Mater. The original Pantheon in Rome was dedi¬ 
cated to the Mother of the Gods and all divinities. It was sub¬ 
sequently to become the Church of the Virgin. In the 
twelfth century, the Basilica of Santa Maria Maggiore was 
erected on the site of a temple of Cybele. The affirmation in 
the recent prayer, composed by Pope Pius XII for the Virgin 
Mary, “He (God) crowned you Queen of the Universe” was 
equally applicable to Cybele as Queen of the Heavens. 

The bishop’s liturgical mitra and the Pope’s frigium, a cap 
which he wore outside the church, combine with the title 
mitrephoros of the Greek god Dionysus and the mitra of 
Mithras to put beyond doubt the importance of the Phrygian 
headgear in mystic cult. This explains its acceptance by the 
early Church. Such continuities eased the transition from 
paganism to Christianity. One may note in passing that the 
marine shell of stone which served in Mithraea as a holy water 


8) Graillot, Le Culte de Cybele (1912), p. 299. 
8a) Graillot, p. 337. 

8b) Graillot, pp. 553-4. 
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basin 9 > has its counterpart in the Roman churches. Theo¬ 
phrastus (372-287 b.c.) says in his character study of the 
superstitious man that he is scrupulous in sprinkling himself 
with sea water. 

The original intention of a ceremony of canonization seems 
to have been the representation on earth of a reception of the 
specially elect in heaven. The Pope, “sweet god” according to 
the Osservatore Romano, plays the role of God in the drama. 
Such anticipation of celestial experience of the blessed was 
matched by the anticipation of the infernal burning of the 
damned when the heretic was burnt at the stake. There ap¬ 
pears to be a pagan parallel for canonization in the initiation 
of Lucius, as described by Apuleius (a.d. 160) in his Meta¬ 
morphoses XI. The name of the priest of Lucius was 
Mithras 101 which indicates a borrowing from Mithraic no¬ 
menclature, though the rite over which he presided was the 
Isiac. Lucius, who was to be forever blessed ( semper beatus), 
crossed the threshold of Persephone ( i.e . descended to Hades), 
and then mounted to the sky to see, face to face, in turn the 
gods below and the gods above ( deos inferos et deos superos), 
and worshiped them. The next morning, sanctified with 
twelve stoles ( duodecim sacratus stolis), he stood in the 
middle of the temple before the image of the goddess (Isis). 
His vestment of linen adorned with flowers (floride depicta 
veste conspicuus), made him conspicuous. On his rich mantle 
Indian dragons and Hyperborean griffins were depicted in 
various colors. After this ceremony at Corinth, Lucius went to 
Rome where he was initiated into the mysteries of Osiris, the 
consort of Isis, to wdiom he also offered prayers. 111 The ap- 

9) Cumont, Textes et Monuments figures, I, p. 67. 

10) The custom of giving names of deity to individuals apparently was in¬ 
spired by a desire for close association of the human with the divine. It w?s 
also a Greek custom, as illustrated by the name Demetrios which was derived 
from Demeter. This pagan practice lives on. A striking illustration is seen 
in the case of a Basque philologist who, though a man, was named Resur- 
reccidn Maria. 

11) The importance of Rome in this cult of Egyptian origin was the direct 
consequence of Roman conquest, as was also the establishment there of the 
Christian Church. The westward migration of these two cults are parallel 
phenomena. 
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parent purpose of such initiation was to anticipate the ex¬ 
perience of the soul after death, and thereby realize the pagan 
mystic belief: “Thou shalt be god instead of mortal.” 

Gorgeous raiment does not change the basic character of 
the wearer just as flamboyant rhetorical embellishment of a 
simple idea does not alter its essential truth. So the pageantry 
of Roman Catholic ceremonial does not modify whatever 
latent truth it may have, but presents it as a dramatic spec¬ 
tacle such as has appealed to the Latin eye ever since the days 
of Roman splendor. An Isiac initiation like a Catholic canoni¬ 
zation, solemnly performed in ordinary attire, would not 
have quickened the emotions of the color-loving Mediter¬ 
raneans. The “divinity” of the Pope recalls, if it was not in¬ 
spired by, the Roman imperial title divus, “divine. The 
emperor very probably derived his deification from Alexander 
the Great whom the painter Apelles depicted holding a thun¬ 
derbolt. This was to show his identification not with Zeus, 
but rather with his son Zagreus (Dionysus) whom Zeus seated 
upon the divine throne, and to whom he gave his sceptre. 
Alexander also appeared with the attributes of Zeus Am¬ 
mon, at whose sanctuary in Egypt he was greeted by a priest 
as a son of the god. 12) Caesar was profoundly influenced by the 
achievements of the Macedonian conqueror. Caesar s Rome 
inherited from Alexander a lust for empire, and bequeathed 
its religious counterpart to the Vatican. 

A further illustration of the continuity of religious ideas 
has not been considered. This is the Christian indebtedness 
to the Cretan cult of Zagreus. He was the son of Zeus and 
Persephone, the goddess who was called Kore, “maid.” Men¬ 
tion has just been made of the love of Zeus for this son which 
was so great that he seated him upon his throne, and gave him 
the divine sceptre as symbol of authority. It was another way 
of saying, “This is my beloved son in whom I am well 
pleased.” Thus endowed with the attributes of supreme 
power, Zagreus could properly have said in the words quoted 
by Matthew (28:18-20): “All authority hath been given unto 

12) A very plebeian modern echo o£ pagan deification was a Franciscan s 
designation of the socialist CathoUc priest Coughlin as "a second Christ.” 
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me in heaven and on earth.” Such coincidence facilitated the 
transition from the pagan cult of Dionysiac character to the 
Christian. Zagreus was torn to pieces by the Titans who, ac¬ 
cording to one tradition, ate the pieces with the exception of 
the heart which Athena rescued and took to Delphi. There 
the heart was buried, but the young god was resurrected as 
the new Dionysus. The Latin pair corresponding to Zeus and 
Zagreus was Jupiter and Jupiter Puer. It is significant that, on 
the site of the tomb of Christ, there had previously stood a 
statue of Jupiter, and that Hadrian, devotee of Dionysus at 
Athens, divided the city of Jerusalem into seven parts, per¬ 
haps in allusion to the tradition that Zagreus had been torn 
into seven pieces by the Titans. It is the relationship of 
Christianity to Greek and Roman paganism that explains the 
former’s rapid conquest of the West, as compared with its 
inability to penetrate to the East. 13> 


13) For the relation of Christianity to pagan mystic cults, see the concise 
and excellent work of Auguste Hollard, L’ApotMose de Jisus, particularly 
pp. 95ff. (Paris 1921); see also Legge, Forerunners and Rivals of Christianity. 
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Law of Church and State 


from the theory that the roman church alone is Di¬ 
vinely appointed is derived the belief that its law transcends 
the law of the state. Since its authority does not come from 
the people, but from God, it refuses to obey any law which it 
considers objectionable. “Nor can it (the authority of the 
Catholic Church) be looked upon as inferior to the civil 
power or in any manner dependent upon it.” 1( 

A seemingly amusing consequence of this dogma is cited 
from New Orleans where, in 1898, large amounts of money 
were appropriated, as there had been for many years, by the 
City Council for various private and sectarian institutions. 
This was a violation of the laws of the state, and was pro¬ 
tested by certain citizens who carried their protest into court. 
The action necessitated summoning, as witnesses, authorities 
of the schools in question. Among them was the Prioress of 
the cloistered Carmelite nuns. She declined to appear. Her 
attorney stated that “she was cloistered and could no more 
appear in court than a citizen of the moon. He read a statute 
showing that the Ursuline nuns were exempt from such re¬ 
quirement and affirmed that the statute also applied to the 
Carmelites. The attorney for the plaintiffs replied that the 
Prioress was not too cloistered to appear at the City Hall and 
sign receipts for city money appropriated to her cloister, and 
asked the judge to have her brought into court as a witness. 
He refused and when asked, “Why not? It is the law,” he re- 

1) Leo XIH, Immortale Dei. This claim explains the insistence of the 
Vatican that its nuncios outrank all other diplomats accredited to various 
governments, and incidentally why Cardinal Stritch of Chicago has license 
plate No. 1 for his automobile. 
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plied, “Because I won’t,” adding, “If it were twenty times the 
law I would refuse to bring a cloistered nun out of the nun¬ 
nery into my court.” The judge was apparently influenced by 
Canon law which excommunicates any Catholic who brings 
nun or priest into court. Whether or not such was the motive, 
the judge placed the law of the Church above the law of the 
land, and thereby disqualified himself for a judgeship in the 
United States. Recently a pronouncement in The American 
Ecclesiastical Review by a Rev. Fenton clearly states the con¬ 
tention of the Roman Church as to the superiority of its law: 

It is definitely not correct to say that no one is under legal 
obligations to accept and to follow the teachings of the 
Catholic Church. The supernatural, divine, positive law and 
the ecclesiastical law (i.e. that formulated by the Vatican) 
impose legal obligations.” Such obligations imply penalties 
for refusal to accept them. 

In 1857, when Mexico adopted a Constitution establishing 
religious freedom, the Vatican declared it null and void, and 
called upon Catholics to disregard it. How does one reconcile 
this action with the declaration of Archbishop Ireland: “The 
Church is at home under all forms of government . . . The 
Church has never said that she prefers one form of govern¬ 
ment to another”? Action in Mexico, on the part of the Vati¬ 
can, contradicts this statement. The Vatican just “acted” a 
preference in this case, and actions are said to speak more 
loudly than words. This action was in accord with Canon 
law: “The Pope has the right to annul state laws, treaties, 
constitutions ... to absolve from obedience thereto as soon 
as they seem detrimental to the rights of the Church or those 
of the clergy.” When a republic replaced the monarchy in 
Spain in 1931, and freedom of speech, of the press, and of 
religion were proclaimed, the Catholic bishops called upon 
the people to rise in revolt against the new government and 
“get rid of the enemies of the Kingdom of Christ” (Manhat¬ 
tan, Catholic Church Against the Twentieth Century, pp 
90-91). 

This exhortation is something for Senator McCarran and 
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former Senator Brewster to contemplate. The conclusion to 
be drawn from it is that any government which grants free¬ 
dom of speech, press and religion—the basic qualifications 
for a democracy—is an enemy of the “Kingdom of Christ,” by 
which is meant the rule of the Catholic Church. Benedict XV 
proclaimed that “there is no power except from God and 
those whom He ordains.” Since God does not appear on earth 
to exercise this power, the Catholic hierarchy is always and 
everywhere constantly delegated to exercise it. This leaves 
the state with no fundamental liberty of its own. When Leo 
XIII said the Church has demanded “liberty of Christian con¬ 
science,” he could have made his meaning clearer if he had 
substituted for “Christian” the word “Cadrolic.” Democracy 
simply throws out of court such monopoly of authority. And 
the Lord is probably delighted to see democracy foster the 
Terentine dictum, Quot homines, tot sententiae. More re¬ 
cently (November, 1948), nine archbishops and five bishops 
of the Roman Catholic Church in this country attacked our 
Supreme Court for its rulings (1947-48) that there is a wall 
of separation between Church and State. They called upon 
the American people to fight the danger of a judicial estab¬ 
lishment of secularism. 2 3 ' This was as far as they could go. They 
did not dare to declare the rulings null and void, or call upon 
the people to rise in revolt and “get rid of the enemies of 
Christ.” Nevertheless, there can be no doubt about their 
yearning for the day when such a summons can be issued not 
to the American people, but to their own faithful (see below, 
p. 123). Justice Black has sagely said that the clause “estab¬ 
lishment of religion” means at least this: “Neither a state nor 
the federal government can set up a church. Neither can pass 
laws which aid one religion, aid all religions or prefer one 
religion over another . . . Neither a state nor the federal gov¬ 
ernment can, openly or secretly, participate in the affairs of 
any religious organization or groups or vice versa. Justice 
Black may have had in mind the affirmation of Leo XIII S) 


2) Cf. F. J. Powers, Papal Pronouncements, p. 101. 

3) Encyclical Longinque Oceani; cf. Powers, op. cit., p. 123. 
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who, after mentioning the absence in this country of hostile 
legislation which would fetter the Church, says that it is very 
erroneous to conclude that it would be expedient for Church 
(i.e. the Catholic) and State to be divorced as in America. 
The Church would produce “more abundant fruits if, in 
addition to liberty, she enjoyed the favor of the laws and the 
patronage of public authority.” In other words, the Church 
has flourished under the tolerant spirit of this country; but 
she would confer upon the United States still more benefits 
if she alone were the one legally constituted Church. What 
these benefits would be is to be inferred from those cities 
now under complete Catholic control, such as Boston and 
Chicago. Leo certainly intended that the Church would 
strive to bring about this result which is the veiled intention 
of the recent clerical appeal to Americans to fight a judicial 
establishment of secularism. The Catholic program is to make 
our government officially Christian with the intention, as yet 
undeclared, that by Christian is meant Catholic. 

The Catholic crusade against the three freedoms in ques¬ 
tion is of significance in the light of remarks by Ryan and 
Boland (Catholic Principles of Politics, p. 212) about the 
first amendment of our Constitution, adopted in 1791. This 
receives such lukewarm consideration as to show that they 
share the un-American view of the Spanish clergy. Omitting 
reference to the clause that “Congress shall make no law re¬ 
specting an establishment of religion (i.e. any religion) or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof,” they note that the 
amendment “seems to guarantee unlimited freedom of speech 
and of the press.” They introduce the word “unlimited.” 
What the phrase says is that Congress is to make no law 
"abridging the freedom of speech or of the press.” It was 
apparently put that way lest the guarantee be impaired by 
undemocratic interpretation of such a word as “reasonable.” 
They cite the fact that state laws, during World War II, were 
enacted “forbidding men to speak or write anything tending 
to hinder effective prosecution of the war,” a war from which 
the Catholic clergy tried to restrain the United States. 
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Ryan and Boland further say that the guarantees of the 
amendment are binding only upon Congress, and could there¬ 
fore be disregarded by the several states. They suggest for 
instance, that if the state of Georgia were to pass a law for¬ 
bidding Catholics to assemble publicly for purposes of wor¬ 
ship (as Protestants are forbidden by Franco to do), it would 
not violate the Constitution. If these guarantees could be dis¬ 
regarded by the several states, they could, of course, be dis¬ 
regarded by all and the amendment would nullify itself. In 
view of the fact that the Catholic Church denies in theory 
(and would like to deny in practice) the right of other reli¬ 
gions to exist, it would have been much nearer the realm of 
probability, and less artful, if Ryan and Boland had chosen 
as their hypothetical case the enactment of such law against 
Protestants by the Catholicized government of Massachusetts. 
Since human law, in Catholic theory, does not apply to the 
Church, complete Catholic control would be guided only by 
its own law. It is considered above civil law because it is sup¬ 
posed to have heavenly sanction. The Constitution and its 
amendments must conform to Catholic law, not vice versa. 

Bishop Oxnam, an exceptionally fine type of American, 
has called attention to another observation by Ryan and 
Boland. Quite germane here, it sums up the hope and inten¬ 
tion of the hierarchy: “But the constitutions can be changed 
and non-Catholic sects may decline to such a point that the 
political proscription of them (at the request of the Catholic 
Church?) may become feasible and expedient.” This is more 
revealing than these enemies of tolerance perhaps intended. 
Here, the political advantage to the Church of unlimited 
progeny in the families of the faithful, and of immigration 
increasingly Catholic, becomes obvious. Among the duties of 
the Bureau of Information of the National Catholic Welfare 
Conference ( i.e . the Catholic lobby) is the appearance of its 
representative, an attorney, before the Board of Immigration 
on behalf of worthy aliens. 4 ’ These individuals, of course, 
will all be Catholics. Whether Catholic immigrants receive a 


4) L. E. Ebersole, Church Lobbying, p. 52. 
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decided preference is an important question, and would de¬ 
pend upon the sympathies of those in authority. Statistics on 
the religion of immigrants were published after World War 
II for a brief period, but unfortunately are no longer avail¬ 
able. 

The McCarran-Walters Immigration Act does not require 
immigrants to state their religion, and all American consu¬ 
lates now are fully instructed not to ask about it. This is a 
democratic restriction if no favoritism is exercised by influen¬ 
tial religious agencies on behalf of Catholic immigrants. The 
restriction prevents a public check on such favoritism. The 
fact that the Catholic lobby in Washington has an attorney to 
represent it before the Board of Immigration warrants the 
suspicion that, on the other side of the ocean, the same lobby 
will have its representatives to promote to the limit the selec¬ 
tion of Catholics for migration to this country. And it is 
within the range of probability that such prospective immi¬ 
grants from Germany and Italy will quietly be informed that 
Catholics have a much better chance of migrating here. Presi¬ 
dent Eisenhower has asked for the special admission of 
120,000 immigrants during each of the next two years. It has 
been reported that the greater number of refugees from East 
Germany are Catholics. The deputy director of the Immi¬ 
gration Service of New York states that the section of the 
McCarran-Walters Act banning members of parties which 
advocated the establishment of totalitarian rule in the United 
States does not include the Nazi party. This exception smells 
like a contribution of Catholic strategy to the Act. It will be 
recalled that Father Coughlin said, “There is no danger of 
Hitler threatening America.” Catholic strategy, failing to 
facilitate armed penetration of the Nazis into the United 
States by keeping us out of World War II, is now seeking to 
facilitate their peaceful penetration in aid of the Church’s 
program. As is pointed out in the Congress Weekly (April 
20, 1952), the evident ground for such exception is the as¬ 
sumption that the Nazis did not advocate dictatorship in the 
United States. The Congress Weekly quite properly remarks: 
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"Our participation in World War II presumably was based 
on the premise that the goal of the Nazis was world con¬ 
quest.” It is well known that the German-language press in 
this country is devoted to pan-Germanism and pan-Nazism. 
The advantage of statistics on the number of immigrants of 
this or that religion will show whether any one cult is mo¬ 
nopolizing the privilege of entering this country, and will 
not in the least affect the individual’s religious freedom. That 
all American consulates are “fully instructed” not to ask pro¬ 
spective immigrants about their religious affiliations may be 
the strategy of the Catholic lobby. Applicants for teaching 
positions in public schools in the Boston area have been 
bluntly asked, “Are you a Catholic?” 

The antagonism of the Vatican to civil law is restated by 
Pope Pius XII in his Christmas message of 1944: “The maj¬ 
esty of positive law is only inviolable when it conforms or at 
least is not opposed to the absolute order set up by the Cre¬ 
ator and placed in a new light by the revelation of the Gos¬ 
pel.” 4a) It is not stated, but is left to certain inference, that 
whether a law conforms or does not conform to the “absolute 
order” is determined by the Pope or his clergy, and that the 
pure light is transmitted only through the stained glass of St. 
Peter’s. 

This papal assumption of supremacy over civil law, and its 
traditional hostility to freedoms guaranteed by our law, 
form the gloomy background of the portraits of two popes 
which greeted representatives of Congress when they recon¬ 
vened in January, 1951. These portraits and two others, of 
Moses and Maimonides, are part of a series of twenty-three 
with which the chamber of the House of Representatives was 
redecorated. There was no public announcement previous to 
their installation which would have given Americans an 
opportunity to discuss the series. The official explanation of 
the presence of the two Roman Catholic Popes and the Jewish 
leaders is that they were famous lawmakers! The architect of 
the Capitol was advised by nationally recognized historians 


4a) Here we seem to have evolution at the supernatural level. 
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and legal authorities, but there has been no publication of 
the names of these distinguished specialists, particularly of 
those who chose the two Popes. Their quartet of lawmakers, 
Moses, Maimonides, Innocent III, and Gregory IX, is in¬ 
tended to inspire our representatives in their legislative de¬ 
liberations. The two Jewish portraits represent the Old Testa¬ 
ment (“the absolute order set up by the Creator,” to use the 
words of Pius XII), while the two Popes represent this abso¬ 
lute order (“placed in a new light by the revelation of 
the Gospel”). But nowhere in this return to the old world 
is there any exponent of the Reformation which with its in¬ 
dependence underlies the intellectual progress of this country. 
Why is there no portrait of Luther to commemorate his 
magnificent service to the cause of reasonable protest? Cer¬ 
tainly, the omission was not an accident. Why did not the 
Catholic lobby in Washington suggest that there be inscribed 
beneath the portraits of the two Congressional popes the 
exhortation of Leo XIII: “All Catholics should exert their 
power to cause the constitutions of States to be modeled on 
the principles of the true Church”? Were the “lawmakers” 
Innocent III and Gregory IX advocates of the separation of 
Church and State, a fundamental principle of our tradition? 
The objection to these popes in our stronghold of freedom is 
deepened when their disservice to humanity is unveiled. 

McCabe, in his History of the Popes, tells us that Innocent 
III (d. 1216) never shrank from injustice when the interests 
of the Church seemed to demand it. This pope said the 
Magna Charta was inspired by the devil. One can imagine 
what he would now say about the First Amendment to our 
Constitution if he could step out of his plaque and mount the 
bema of the House. Innocent III was credited with giving 
the most powerful impetus to the antiheretical movement, 
declaring that civil leaders were liable to excommunication 
if they failed to punish such offenders. He held that deception 
was in order if it facilitated the extirpation of heresy, and 
denied heretics the right of legal defense. McCabe states that 
Innocent III “sanctioned the use in the service of the Church 
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of lying, forgery and appalling cruelty.” What fine spiritual 
qualifications these are for his permanent presence in the 
halls of Congress! 5) 6 * His one permanent monument was the 
Inquisition, which was regularly instituted by Gregory IX, 
whose official life boasts that he “condemned many clerics 
and lay people.” Innocent III claimed temporal supremacy 
over all Christendom, even planning to annex the Byzantine 
Empire. Gregory IX declared that the Vicar of Christ should 
also possess the government of corporeal things in the whole 
world. Sa) One may infer from the ambitions of this pair, 
which have never been relinquished by their successors, why 
the Catholic lobby in Washington quietly inserted the two 
portraits which besmirch the ideals of our country. These 
Popes represent the medieval age, still dear to the Vatican, 
when there was no freedom to believe and when death by fire 
suppressed such freedom. The intrusion of these papal cul¬ 
prits into the deliberations of our legislature is a shocking 
insult to the freedom of the human spirit, and is rendered 
more offensive by Catholic contention that our modern ideas 
of democracy are derived from Aquinas (and the Jesuits) al¬ 
though he believed that apostates should be burned! And 
how amazing is the conclusion of Father Hyland (Rome and 
the White House ) 8) that the framework of our Constitution 

5) A curious and instructive parallel to the papal medallions in Congress 
is the tapestry which was hung in the Upper Chamber of Bonn’s parliament. 
It represented the rape of Europal The German chief of protocol noticed the 
subject and. realizing how inappropriate it was, had it removed just before 
the peace contract with West Germany was signed by the Big Three. The 
idea of commemorating a pope in the halls of national legislative assemblies 
has a variant illustration in the Brazilian parliament. A bronze tablet in its 
wall is inscribed with a speech which Pope Pius XII delivered in 1934, when 
he was papal delegate. It supported authoritarianism. Commemorations in 
such places are an acknowledgment of papal dictation in the enactment of 
laws. The strategy of the Vatican is to obtain as much control as possible 
through obedient representatives, and other duly chosen officers of a demo¬ 
cratic government, as a step toward complete control by a docile dictator of 
the faith like Adenauer. 

5a) Cf. Manhattan, Catholic Imperialism, pp. 32-33. 

6) The presence in Washington of 15 Catholic theological schools, as 

against two Protestant (v. Patterson’s American Educational Directory [1952], 
p. 574), together with the Catholic Conference there, qualifies our Capital for 

the title “embryonic Vatican.” 
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is modeled on that of the Dominican and Jesuit orders! A 
disturbing phenomenon is the determination of this Church 
to worm itself into everything American in a studied effort 
to destroy the fundamental ideals of the United States. If now 
some priest will discover that the First Amendment of our 
Constitution goes back to Ignatius in his cave at Manresa, the 
country will be prepared for a complete acceptance of the 
doctrine that tolerance and intolerance are one and the same 
thing. Or will it rather say to those who would destroy our 
liberal traditions: Quo usque tandem abutere patientia 
nostra? 

The purposes of the Roman Church, regarding religious 
freedom in the United States, are clearly and effectively stated 
by Dr. S. G. Inman in The Churchman (February 1, 1952): 
“It means the surrender of one’s intelligence to believe that 
the totalitarian ecclesiasticism which for a thousand years has 
opposed freedom of worship, democratic government, uni¬ 
versal education, free choice of marriage and burial rites, and 
enforces contributions even from its opponents, will, when it 
comes to the United States, not endeavor to enforce any of 
these restrictions. It requires a still greater surrender of logic 
to be so optimistic when (1) the official writers of the Church 
themselves frankly state that the Church expects to exercise 
the same control in the United States if and when it becomes 
a majority; and when (2) by merely reading the morning 
papers, one sees how step by step the government, the schools 
and the very organs of publicity are falling under the domi¬ 
nance of the clericals in this land of the free and the home of 
the brave.” 

This program of taking over American democracy is of a 
piece with the contention that Pope Leo’s Constitution of 
States favored democracy. McCabe points out that this en¬ 
cyclical was addressed to the French in 1885 in an attempt to 
check their secession from the Church by claiming to be 
reconciled with the republican form of government; but 
there is this nullifying condition that the people may choose 
their own form of government “provided the Church is 
established by law.” One is reminded of the audacious de- 
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mand of Pope Pius XII that, if the future is to belong to 
democracy, an essential part of its achievement will have to 
belong to the religion of Christ and to the Church (i.e. the 
Roman Catholic Church). The message of Innocent III and 
Gregory IX to Congress is: “Error (as defined by the Church) 
has not the same rights as truth (as determined by the same 
Church).” These two surreptitious intruders into the hall of 
democracy should be unceremoniously ejected. 

When the Vatican fails to overthrow objectionable con¬ 
stitutions from within the offending state, it will attempt to 
achieve its purpose with help from outside. In Mexico in 
1860 the Catholic clergy, after their defeat in the struggle 
over a liberal constitution, called in the French and Maxi¬ 
milian who, however, did not meet the expectations of the 
conservatives and the clergy. Again later, in the period be¬ 
tween the world wars when the Church in the same country 
was dispossessed of its traditional control of education and 
deprived of its wealth, it sought help from the United States 
(Manhattan, The Vatican in World, Politics, pp. 403-4). When 
Roosevelt declined to intervene, the Knights of Colum¬ 
bus went into action. Their supreme knight, the late Mr. 
Martin Carmody, addressed a caustic letter to the then 
president, advising him that he could not escape “respon¬ 
sibility for nonaction on behalf of bleeding and oppressed 
Mexico.” One should include among the casualties of this 
struggle for a new social order the assassination of the Mexi¬ 
can President Obregon by a devout member of the Catholic 
Church. The killer attributed his act to “direct instigation 
by the mother superior of a convent,” and further stated in 
court that “Christ our Lord” made him commit the murder 
that “religion might prevail in Mexico”! A few years later, 
Father Coughlin informed Americans that if they could not 
oust Roosevelt with ballots, they should do so with bullets. 
(Manhattan, Vatican in World Politics, p. 388). A Franciscan 
compared Coughlin to a “second Christ.” Does Christ incite 
to assassination? The Catholic press stressed, time and again, 
that the man who attempted to kill Hitler w T as a Roman 
Catholic. Count von Stauffenberg, who made the attempt, 
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was a member of a family known for its devotion to the faith. 

Mr. Carmody failed to realize that if our country had 
traditionally played the role of intermeddler, such as he 
demanded, it would have interfered in the Dodecanese in 
1913. At that time, the Italian administrator forced the Greek 
Church to break its traditional tie with its Mother in Con¬ 
stantinople, and to appoint bishops who were acceptable to 
the Italian government. Greeks who openly resented this in¬ 
sult to their Church were thrown into jail. They were so 
oppressed that they much preferred their former rulers, the 
Turks, as the writer was told in Rhodes during its occupation. 
Had Roosevelt intervened in Mexico, in accord with the 
wishes of the Knights of Columbus, the United States would 
be obliged to intervene now in Colombia on behalf of the 
“bleeding and oppressed” Protestants. In their campaign for 
intervention in Mexico the Knights had the support of the 
Church. The Archbishop of Baltimore charged Roosevelt 
with “killing” the Borah resolution which called for an 
inquiry there. He gave the impression that 20,000,000 
American Catholics, a gross exaggeration, of course, might 
reply at the ballot-box to the indifference of the Administra¬ 
tion to religious persecution in Mexico. According to the 
view of the Church, it was our democratic duty to suppress 
by force the democratically minded Mexicans who, in des¬ 
peration, had set out to force their own Church to change its 
ways by drastic laws. “Had it (the Catholic hierarchy in 
Mexico) been content to devote its energies to developing the 
spiritual life of the people, had it been faithful to the teach¬ 
ings of the Gospel, there would have been no necessity for 
any provision in the Mexican Constitution regarding the 
Church.” 

The author of this statement (A. M. Elias, The Mexican 
People and the Church) further says that “in a country like 
Mexico, which has had to conquer Catholic resistance to every 
move toward social progress, warlike measures do not seem 
arbitrary but historically justified . . . When Mexico was try¬ 
ing to build a democratic form of government and bring the 
blessings of liberty to all its people, the Catholic hierarchy 
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threw all its power on the side of the old feudal system which 
had kept millions in penury and ignorance.” The religious 
law of the Latin countries is that the power of the Church is 
in inverse ratio to the spread of education (McCabe). 6a) 

Views similar to those of Elias are expressed by others. 
Paul Bert, ex-Minister of Public Instruction and Worship in 
France, writing in the Fortnightly Review in 1884, says of 
the Catholic Church: “She has opposed the progress, not 
only of liberty of thought—that is within her role—but also 
of popular education of which she seems to fear the conse¬ 
quences above everything. She has again and again threatened 
the existence of the Republic; and has taken part in the 
elections against all candidates who represent liberal and 
democratic views.” To this should be appended the stupen¬ 
dous criticism by Macauley that, for three centuries (follow¬ 
ing the Reformation), the chief object of the Church was to 
stunt the growth of the human mind. 

When Martin Guzman, editor of the Mexican Tiempo, 
published his belief that Mexican national unity could not 
be achieved “under the cloak of the Roman Catholic 
Church,” his house was attacked by a group of angry men who 
hurled bricks, and then shouted Viva Cristo Rey as they fled 
in a Cadillac car from which the license plates had been re¬ 
moved. It is not stated whether the missiles were inscribed: 
“With the courteous compliments of Christ.” * * * 7 ’ During the 


6a) On the effort of the Vatican to destroy the liberal government in 

Mexico, as it did in Spain, see Manhattan, Catholic Church Against the 

Twentieth Century, pp. 435-37. 

7) Another illustration of such aggression, which took an extreme form, 
is the recent destruction of the offices and plants of two liberal newspapers, 
and the burning of the homes of two distinguished liberals in Bogota, Co¬ 
lombia (see p. 14). The confiscation of the great newspaper La Prensa of 
Argentina is another example of the collaboration of Conservatives and 
Catholic clergy in the repression of the liberal spirit. Recently, The New 
York Times in an editorial (April 30, 1953) is alarmed by the news from 
Ecuador that its president Ibarra has suppressed two newspapers of Guaya¬ 
quil, La Hora and La Nacion, and arrested their editors on the ground that 
they were critical of the government and inciting the Army to revolt. The 
Times does not venture to state that such suppression is highly acceptable to 
the Roman Church. In the United States where clerical aggression is re¬ 
strained, its means, which are increasingly effective, are boycott and intimi¬ 
dation. 







92 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


Lenten season (1953) The Pilgrim Congregational Church 
in New York City was stoned three times. The pastor at¬ 
tributed the violence to his editorship of an interfaith periodi¬ 
cal. He received letters condemning his writing on interfaith 
understanding. Could the Mexicans who attacked Editor Guz¬ 
man’s house have migrated to New York? In a subsequent 
interview with W. M. Montano (Converted Catholic Maga¬ 
zine, December, 1951), Guzman stated that the objectives of 
the Roman Church in Mexico are “political control, eco¬ 
nomic power and the perpetuation of ignorance among the 
masses.” The Mexican correspondent of the magazine Awake 
(June 8, 1952) gives concrete evidence. The incident occurred 
about 65 miles from Mexico City. “A Protestant committee 
of six ministers had been visiting the small towns in the State 
of Mexico, preaching to their adherents on consecutive Sun¬ 
days. On Sunday, January 27, they arrived in the small town 
of Mavoro. A group of about twenty persons were having a 
peaceable assembly in a private home, when suddenly they 
heard the approach of a mob of more than four hundred men, 
women and children. Armed with knives, axes, stones and 
other objects the mob attacked the home, causing the meet¬ 
ing to disband. Some of the twenty in attendance were able 
to escape the fury of the mob, but the attack was directed 
primarily against four of the pastors. These were obliged to 
flee for safety, but were chased for more than ten kilometers 
through open country. 

“By this time the crowd was joined by angry aggressors on 
horseback. Agustin Corrales, who had been pointed out to 
them as the leader of the Protestant group, was ‘lassoed’ and 
dragged over rough terrain hanging from the saddle horn, 
causing him untold suffering and severe wounds. The climax 
came when the victims, now completely exhausted from run¬ 
ning and the beatings which they had received, reached the 
highway leading to Queretaro. There the fanatical persecutors 
pelted the victims with stones, leaving them beside the high¬ 
way as dead. After some delay the victims were taken to 
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nearby towns where they received first-aid treatment. The 
above-mentioned Agustin Corrales was attended by a doctor 
w ho was unable to help him. He had been knifed in the 
back.” 

Highly significant is the pamphlet issued by the Roman 
hierarchy of Mexico which needs to be widely publicized in 
the United States, particularly among those Catholics who 
are American at heart and who, by virtue of that quality, will 
read and appraise criticisms of their own Church. The sig¬ 
nificant pamphlet says: “. . . Protestantism is at thy door and 
wants to drag you to error and vile treason. Protestants are 
the forefront of the imperialistic interest of the United States 
of America. They want to divide us in order to enforce their 
dominion upon us. Reject them. Protestants work as allies of 
Communism. Combat them. Thou art Mexican. Reject with 
energy those who want to take away your love for the Virgin 
of Guadalupe. Defend thyself.” As Tiempo, commenting 
upon this call to arms, says: “The Mexican clergy has an¬ 
nounced a new era of intolerance, persecution and massacre.” 

In the light of this evidence, how could Mr. O’Neill win 
applause at Boston with the remark: “The Catholic Church 
in Mexico for fifty years has been almost totally deprived of 
any authority and very much of any existence? The Catholic 
Church has about as much power in Mexico as it has in 
Moscow.” H. G. Wells may have had Mexico in mind when 
he said that Roman Catholicism was “capable of malignant 
mischief in an awakening world.” His scathing criticism of 
the Church is summed up in the following paragraph: “It 
stands for everything most hostile to mental emancipation 
and stimulation of mankind. It is the completest, most highly 
organized system of prejudices and antagonisms in existence. 
Everywhere in the world there are ignorance and prejudice 
but the greatest complex of these with the most extensive 
prestige and the most intimate entanglement with traditional 
institutions, is the Roman Catholic Church. It presents many 
faces towards the world but everywhere it is systematic in its 
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fight against freedom” (Crux Ansata, p. 114). 8) When the 
Mexican Constitution was debated in 1857, Jose Mata de¬ 
fended freedom of worship saying, “The Hispanic race is the 
only one which presents today to the civilized world the 
shameful spectacle of embracing in its bosom men who desire 
to tyrannize over the human conscience.” 9) The tyrant here 
was the Church. And lastly Victor Hugo: “It (the clerical 
party) forbids science and genius to go beyond the missal, and 
wishes to cloister thought in dogmas. Every step which the 
intelligence of Europe has taken has been in spite of it. It 
caused Pinelli to be scourged for having said that the stars 
would not fall and put Campanella seven times to the torture 
for saying the number of worlds was infinite.” Here Hugo is 
“dragging arguments from the rubble heap of other cen¬ 
turies”! How comforting it is to reflect that this enemy of 
progress under freedom has foisted upon our Congressional 
hall the portraits of two of its Popes who are as unwelcome as 
Communists would be! 

Since Mexico derived some of its democratic leanings from 
its northern neighbor, the latter might well be expected to 
be sympathetic, even though the upheaval entailed acts of 
violence. Our own American liberty was secured by resort to 
arms. The Knights of Columbus, to be worthy of their Ameri¬ 
can citizenship, should have disapproved of the policy of 
their Church in Mexico, especially if they knew that the 
Mexican hierarchy had supported every president or dictator 
who was opposed to religious liberty. How silly the outcry: 
“If intervention could be justified (in 1916) in terms of oil, 
how could it be rejected in terms of religion?” (i.e. the Catho¬ 
lic religion) Did the Knights not realize that if the Church is 

8) This criticism was too much for the Catholic Church. Informed of the 
pending arrival of a shipment of copies of Well’s book in New York City 
some member of the Church arranged for the confiscation of the shipment 
in the Customs House—an action which merited a court penalty. To meet 
this challenge, designed to annul the right of Americans to read what they 
wish, a manuscript of the Crux Ansata was mailed from England in a private 
letter, and a limited edition printed in this country. A second edition has 
now been published by the Freethought Press Association of New York. 

9) Mecham, Church and State in Latin America (1934). 
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hostile to religious freedom in one country, it would be 
equally opposed to it in another, particularly in a neighbor¬ 
ing country? Do they now share the belief of their Church 
that she alone has the right to exist in the United States? A 
Paulist father asked the question (Catholic World, June, 
1935): “Has the Mexican government the right to prohibit 
the practice of the Catholic religion?” The answer is, of 
course, “no.” But what is his reply to the question: Has the 
Mexican government the right to prohibit the practice of the 
Protestant religion? His prescribed answer would be that 
Mexico was right in closing Dr. Vega’s Episcopal Church in 
Mexico City. When the Paulist father goes on to say that, 
even assuming the revolution in Mexico was justified, it 
would be wrong to accomplish this “by cruelty and injustice,” 
he should of course add that, if the Inquisition in Spain and 
recently in Mexico was right, and the Roman Church justi¬ 
fied in suppressing and impeding Protestantism, it was wrong 
to attain this “by cruelty and injustice.” 

Anyone familiar with the story of the magnificent martyr 
Herrezuelo of Valladolid knows that what the Baltimore 
bishop called a “major scandal in world affairs” (the revolu¬ 
tion in Mexico) was child’s play compared with the reeking 
savagery of the Inquisition. In Spain of that time, the Ameri¬ 
can ideal of religious liberty was burnt at the stake. If Catho¬ 
lic churchmen in Mexico complained of their sufferings, they 
should have reflected that their persecutors were the de¬ 
scendants of the Spanish Catholic Inquisition. The violent 
and bloody persecution of the Catholic Church in Mexico and 
the confiscation of its wealth were wrong; so, too, was the 
persecution in Catholic Spain of 160,000 Jews who were de¬ 
prived of their property and given four months to quit the 
country. That occurred in 1492, but the passing of time does 
not lessen the enormity of a crime. The bloody revolt in 
Mexico, against which the late Mr. Carmody and his Knights 
cried out in anguish, conformed to a traditional racial pattern 
in its inhuman excesses. This bewildering Spanish brutality 
has lurked in the blood, finding an outlet in the savage record 
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of Friar Torquemada who, in the eighteen years of his in- 
quisitorship, burnt over ten thousand people; in the equally 
murderous regime of the Duke of Alva in the Netherlands in 
the sixteenth century; and, in more recent times, in the 
record of “the unspeakably infamous General Weyler” in 
Cuba. When asked by a correspondent of the London Daily 
Telegraph if he had been cruel, the general made the callous 
reply: “I don’t know. I don’t trouble to consider.” Last in 
the long record of heartless abuse of power in Spain is 1* ranco, 
whose brutal revenge upon the defeated liberals provoked an 
unsuccessful appeal to the Vatican for mercy. 1 he brutality 
of the Catholic Church in repressing heresy in Spain did not 
justify the brutality of the revolt against the Church in 
Mexico; however, it makes Mexican brutality intelligible. 

The program of the new Mexican government prescribed 
that education be divorced from all religious doctrines, and 
that it combat fanaticism and prejudice so that its youth 
might receive “a rational concept of the world and social life. 
This is a very reasonable, a magnificent ideal. The proper 
agencies for religious instruction are the home and Church. 
General Grant wisely said: “Leave the matter of religion to 
the family altar, the Church, and the private school sup¬ 
ported entirely by private contributions. Keep the state and 
the Church forever separate.” The Supreme Knight, Mr. 
Carmody, charged that atheism and red communism were 
taught in the Mexican schools. The same charge is hurled at 
our public schools. Even if the charge was true, it was not a 
cause for armed intervention by the United States. A justice 
of a court in New York City charged that our own schools 
were making an evident attempt to destroy religion, because 
certain children in the West did not know where Bethlehem 
is and who was born there! Would this charge, if true, war¬ 
rant intervention by Mexico? Not every one who knows 
where Bethlehem is will be found, in the conduct of mu¬ 
nicipal affairs, to lift high the banner of Him who was born 
there. Not only “the godless public school,” but the parochial 
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school as well, can boast of alumni who have not been above 
political chicanery and “graft.” The conception of public 
office as a public trust is more to be desired by society than 
knowledge of biblical topography. 







SIX 


The Medical and the Moral Problem 


THE ORDER OF THE POPE IN 1857 TO DEFY THE MEXICAN CON- 
stitution has its counterpart in the amazing order issued by 
Archbishop Hayes (later decorated four times by the dictator 
Mussolini) to prevent Mrs. Sanger from speaking in New 
York City on the subject “Birth Control: is it moral?” The 
archbishop, without civil authority, which itself has no right 
to suppress freedom of speech, ordered Monsignor Dineen to 
close the doors of Town Hall to a large crowd that wished to 
hear Mrs. Sanger. The monsignor passed the order to one 
Captain Donohue of the city police who proceeded to carry 
it out. How germane here is the remark of the London 
Times: “There is something repugnant to the liberal mind 
in a coalition between priests and policemen for the main¬ 
tenance of religious virtue.” 11 

The story of this outrageous abuse of American liberty is 
dramatically told by Mrs. Sanger in her book. My Fight for 
Birth Control. It should be noted that the three protagonists 
in this crusade were all Catholics of the Emerald Isle, and 
could count upon their coreligionists of the same nationality 
in control of the city and its police for sympathetic indiffer¬ 
ence to the outrage. This action of the archbishop and the 
monsignor necessitates a revision of the statement of Ryan 
and Boland that “the Church has nothing to do with the 
police force.” 1 2) When an archbishop sends an order to the 
police, one may not assume a hasty and ill-considered viola¬ 
tion of the principles of their Church. The plot, unrevealed 

1) Cited by Blanshard, Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 
115. 

2) Catholic Principles of Politics, p. 331. What about the decided interest 
of the Church in the FBI? 
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until actually carried out, originated in the quiet manse of 
the archbishop. Saying to himself, in effect, “I am the law,” 
he blandly ignored the amendment of our Constitution that 
“Congress shall make no law . . . abridging the freedom of 
speech, or of the press, or of the right of the people peacefully 
to assemble.” 

When O’Neill ( Catholicism and American Freedom, p. 
207) says: “There is no Catholic doctrine that the Pope 
should rule America in any matters,” he might have added 
that such rule apparently can exist without precise doctrinal 
warrant for it. Hayes certainly assumed unqualifiedly dic¬ 
tatorial power when he ordered Catholic police to commit a 
stark violation of a fundamental American ideal. The arch¬ 
bishop, later cardinal, should have been hustled into court 
as a lawbreaker. Mrs. Sanger’s recently scheduled speech in 
Japan on the same subject is reported to have been suppressed 
by General MacArthur. When one recalls that the reports by 
United States experts on the necessity for birth control in 
Japan were apparently suppressed by the Catholic lobby in 
Congress, there seems to be excellent justification for The 
Nation which, in alluding to MacArthur’s action, conferred 
one of its “Ignoble Prizes” upon the Catholic Church “for 
the greatest victory over the greatest general.” The rumor 
that the general was led to make his decision by the protest of 
the Catholic wives of officers under his command, even if 
true, would not eliminate the likelihood of priestly pressure. 
These wives could hardly have been responsible for sup¬ 
pressing the reports mentioned. Was the general inviting 
Catholic support of his presidential aspiration? He and 
Cardinal Spellman were later closeted in New York for a con¬ 
ference, the nature of which was not made public. 3 * * * * 8 ’ Catholic 

3) It was announced that Cardinal Spellman, whose church seems disposed 

to capitalize on the spectacular, would ride with the general in a parade up 
Fifth Avenue in honor of the latter. However, the plan miscarried owing to 

the fact that the general is an Episcopalian. On Catholic pressure brought to 
bear upon the general in Washington, see Manhattan, Catholic Imperialism, 

pp. 101-2. In Japan, two of MacArthur’s advisers were Jesuits, one a pro¬ 

fessor of law. Why did he not get a couple of Shintoists who are native to 

Japan? 
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opposition to Mrs. Sanger has now flared up in Wisconsin 
where the Reader’s Digest has been excluded from 113 Catho¬ 
lic schools, because it published an article on Mrs. Sanger’s 
long struggle to promote planned parenthood. The Nation 
happily refers to the incident as “a saga long familiar to most 
of literate (italics added) America.” The threat of further 
boycott is in the air. It is to be hoped that the Digest will 
incur the risk of losing some or even all of its Catholic sub¬ 
scribers in the good American cause of freedom of the press. 
The Japanese have not accepted the action of MacArthur as 
final, and have again invited Mrs. Sanger. 

The conflict between Catholic ethics and measures condu¬ 
cive to health, if not to the preservation of life itself, again 
has been brought into high relief by a recent case in the 
Mercy Hospital of Brownsville, Texas. A woman who was 
delivered of her fourth child by Caesarean section had already 
given birth to two with the help of “dangerous high-forceps 
methods.” The husband quite properly asked the doctor to 
prevent any further births. Such prevention is legal in Texas 
if agreed to by man and wife. After the requested operation 
was completed, the sister in charge of the delivery room 
ordered the doctor to untie the Fallopian tubes. It is to be 
regretted that he took orders from a sister. In the event of 
further conception and the consequent death of the woman, 
it would seem quite just to place responsibility not upon the 
sister, who had no option in the matter, but upon a mediaeval 
prohibition that frustrates the effort and ability of modern 
science to obviate misery, suffering and possible death. The 
Brownsville mother is sorely needed by her family, par¬ 
ticularly her four little children; the Catholic hospital, in 
denying her a safeguard of health, and possibly life, hardly 
justifies its name of Mercy. In Connecticut the fight for a 
birth-control bill has gone on for twenty years owing to 
Catholic opposition w r hich controls the vote of the state’s 
senate. The proposed bill would permit physicians to pre¬ 
scribe contraceptive measures for married women for rea¬ 
sons of health. One need not suppose that all Catholics in 
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Connecticut have observed the prohibition by their Church. 
Even statistics from the confessional, were such available, 
would not give an exact idea of the violations. In the end 
science will win because it is more humane. 

Two other hospital cases, illustrating un-American pro¬ 
cedure, should be cited. The first is quoted from The Con¬ 
verted Catholic Magazine, June, 1948: 

A Protestant mother writes: 

“When my son was an infant he was taken seriously ill 
and was rushed to a Catholic hospital. Without my knowl¬ 
edge or consent, a nurse baptized him a Roman Catholic. 
Then the matron baptized him again because she wasn’t 
sure if the nurse had performed the rite correctly. After¬ 
wards, a priest baptized him a third time to make it offi¬ 
cial. My son is now seven years old and the priest of the 
Catholic Church here says he is a Roman Catholic. What 
am I to do?” 

Catholic nurses in Catholic hospitals, and even in non- 
Catholic hospitals are instructed to baptize all the babies 
they can if they are in danger of death and not yet baptized. 
As a consequence, when such infants recover, they are 
counted as Roman Catholics for the rest of their lives. 
Thus, the son of this Protestant mother is held to be a 
Roman Catholic and obliged to conform to all the rules 
and regulations of Canon Law. If he gets married in a 
Protestant Church, his marriage will be counted invalid 
by Roman Catholic authorities and his children illegiti¬ 
mate, even if he marries a Protestant girl. 

The second case is quoted from The American Protest, 
March, 1948: 

Some years ago, a lovely young Protestant Christian girl, 
twenty-one years of age, was stricken with tuberculosis and 
placed in the tubercular ward of a large Roman Catholic 
Hospital in the Bronx area of New York City. Originally, 
she had been referred to the hospital by her physician who 
wished to verify his own diagnosis of her ailment. In the 
hospital, it was learned that the young woman did have 
tuberculosis and in such an advanced stage that it was con¬ 
sidered undesirable to move her. 
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The young pastor of her church, a Protestant minister, 
quickly learned of her condition and devoted much of his 
time to visiting with her at the hospital, reading the Bible 
and praying with her. After some time had elapsed and the 
girl’s condition did not show any evidence of improvement, 
the girl’s mother requested the pastor to administer Com¬ 
munion to the young woman. 

Prepared for this purpose, the pastor proceeded to the 
hospital. However, when the young patient heard of it, she 
suggested to the pastor that he seek permission from the 
Mother Superior before proceeding. This was a reasonable 
suggestion since the premises were Roman Catholic, and 
the pastor then approached the Mother Superior for such 
permission. To his amazement, when he mentioned the 
patient’s name to the Mother Superior, he was informed 
that the young woman had become a Roman Catholic 
about a week earlier and the Head Sister stated that she 
would not permit a Protestant minister to administer Com¬ 
munion to a Roman Catholic adherent! 

Quite flabbergasted by this reply, the pastor returned to 
the ward to confirm the information the Sister had given 
him. When he confronted the young woman with this 
story, she replied, “It is true. I have become a Roman 
Catholic but I am not one in my heart.” [Catholic practice 
also permits such reservation, calling it restrictio mentalis .] 

With tears beginning to course down both her cheeks, 
she continued, “The reason I agreed to become a Roman 
Catholic was because those in charge refused to give me the 
proper nourishment as a tubercular patient until I became 
converted to the Roman Catholic Church. I just could not 
hold out any longer as I was getting weaker and weaker 
every day. After I gave in to their demands, I got every 
attention. I got more attention that anyone else in the 
ward.” It is a pity that Monsignor O’Grady was not on 
hand to have this girl fed. He “is a familiar and command¬ 
ing figure in the committee rooms of Congress” who stated, 
“I am supposed to help people who do not have sufficient 
food.” 4 > Was this his only job in the various committee 
rooms? 

If these hospitals received any federal funds, they have 
certainly failed to realize that federal grants of taxpayers’ 


4) Ebersole, Church Lobbying, 1951, p. 55. 
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money carry with them obligation to respect the religious 
rights of patients, Protestant as well as Catholic. In 1946 
funds in the amount of $82,627,863 were provided by the 
Hill-Burton Act to aid sectarian hospitals. Of this amount 
the sum of $72,378,343 went to Roman Catholic hospitals, 4a) 
seven times the amount given to all other denominations 
combined. This marked inequality, which was probably not 
offensive to the Catholic lobby, should at least be used with¬ 
out restraint of medical science and without religious propa¬ 
ganda. 

And now comes the announcement that John McShain, 
Inc., headed by a well-known Catholic layman, John Mc¬ 
Shain, has been awarded a six-million-dollar contract to con¬ 
struct the new Providence Hospital in Washington, D. C., 
for which a large amount of federal money has been appro- 
priated. 4b) John A. Reilly, Catholic president of the Second 
National Bank in Washington, raised some of the funds as 
did the Sisters of Charity who will operate the hospital. Mr. 
Reilly is said to hold “the purse strings for the Senate Repub¬ 
lican Campaign Committee” (The Churchman, October, 
1953). Will patients desiring the care of certain physicians 
find that the privilege is denied for religious reasons? 

This will certainly be true in the Marine Hospital at Kirk¬ 
wood, Mo., which has recently been given as surplus to the 
Sisters of St. Joseph by the U.S. Department of Health, Edu¬ 
cation, and Welfare without any payment, although public 
agencies, two cities, and a county bid for it. Was the decision 
made by authorities of the Catholic faith? The impropriety 
of giving a hospital built with public money to one church 
is intensified by the fact that the government is building a 
new hospital about twelve miles away in St. Louis. The do¬ 
nated hospital is one of the best in the area. Such Catholic 
encroachment upon a government hospital parallels its en- 

4a) If federal funds were made available for secular schools, as well as 
for public, would not this preponderance be the goal of Catholic strategy? 

4b) For the decision of the Supreme Court, upholding a federal grant to 
this hospital in 1899, see Pfeffer, Church, State and Freedom (1953), pp. 
175-6. On this decision, the Hill-Burton Act rests. 
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croachment upon public schools. Another facet of the same 
strategy is the clerical opposition, in countries controlled by 
Catholic dictators, both to the construction and operation of 
non-Catholic hospitals. 

At Jackson, Ohio, it is proposed that a public hospital be 
built at a cost of $1,500,000 and deeded over to the Franciscan 
Order without cost. This would be chiefly paid by the gov¬ 
ernment with the community contributing $250,000. Half 
of the total will be requested from the government under 
the law which provides assistance to a critical defense com¬ 
munity. Jackson qualifies for such benefaction because a 
great atomic plant is to be built there. Democratic logic 
would, of course, prescribe that the hospital be nonsectarian, 
but the Roman Catholic Church is asking that it be the 
property of the Franciscans. The hospital would not be 
public, in the real sense of the word, and “free medicine 
could not be practiced in it.” The interference with merciful 
science, as in the case of the Catholic hospital at Brownsville, 
Texas, would sooner or later occur in the publicly financed 
hospital at Jackson. If the Catholic plan succeeds there, it 
will stimulate other proposals of the same sort. 

In Effingham, Illinois, a new Catholic hospital is to be 
built to replace one destroyed by fire. A Protestant committee 
raised $550,000 of the required $4,000,000. Federal grants 
will provide approximately $1,000,000 to which the state will 
add substantial sums. Will Protestant surgeons operating 
there be obliged to submit to a nun’s order in every case as at 
Brownsville? In a hospital wholly built by Catholics and 
Protestants, whose gifts are unconditional, the Catholic pro¬ 
gram will be logically if not scientifically condoned. But when 
federal and state funds are accepted, then the institution be¬ 
comes partly public and to that extent undenominational, for 
the simple reason that public money is to be used for the 
public and the public has no one religious affiliation. Com¬ 
pare with this act of generosity at Effingham what happened 
at Naples, Italy. The construction of a Protestant hospital, 
which has been held up by red tape for a number of years. 
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has again been halted by the mayor of Naples for the reason 
that the proposed structure would conceal three cypress 
trees! This calculated hindrance of charity and social service 
has a parallel in the action of the Catholic Church in Bar- 
ranquilla, Colombia, where the Presbyterians opened a well- 
equipped clinic. The Catholic radio broadcast a warning that 
any Catholic going to the clinic would be excommunicated. 
Presumably Christ is opposed to missions to help humanity! 
Doctors were forbidden to send their patients there, and 
priests refused to baptize babies born in the hospital. As a 
result, the clinic had only three patients its first three weeks, 
but since then its excellence has led to an ever-increasing use 
of the facilities. The opposition to this clinic and to the hos¬ 
pital in Naples was prompted by the fear of the Church that 
they would be used for proselyting as are the Catholic insti¬ 
tutions. The clerical boycott of the hospital at Barranquilla 
is a concrete case of Catholic mediaevalism which roils 
Americans. 

That the Catholic Church can pursue such policy of ob¬ 
struction in Italy is a matter for comment. The defeat of Mus¬ 
solini and the consequent occupation of Italy by the Allies 
logically led one to expect that the defeated country would 
either realize democratic influences by itself, or have democ¬ 
racy imposed upon it. Italy could not consistently object to 
such treatment at the hands of the victorious Allies in view of 
that which Mussolini imposed upon Ethiopia where non¬ 
religious foreign missions were expelled (see p. 115). A little 
vigorous handling would have been both justifiable and in¬ 
structive. The least that might be required is that Italy live 
up to its constitutional guarantees of religious liberty, a 
touchstone of democracy. On the contrary, the Baptist church 
at Miglianico w T as closed in August, 1952. This occurred 
shortly before the Italian authorities closed twenty-two 
Churches of Christ which have been reopened after diplo¬ 
matic protest. 

This vacillating policy, however, is destined to deteriorate. 
A cablegram, dated October 27, 1952, reports diat the Italian 
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police forcibly prevented members of the Church of Christ 
from attending services at Alessandria near Milan. It is re¬ 
ported by Church and State (February, 1953) that a fine of 
$12.80 was imposed on one Lido Petrini for having held in 
this town a religious meeting without permission of the 
police. The fine amounted to his army pay for forty days. He 
appeared in court in his soldier’s uniform. This increasing 
interference is the logical concomitant of the rising neo- 
fascism, and has been greatly encouraged and facilitated by 
the apathetic desertion of human freedom by the United 
States. Our government, to quote Stanford in The Christian 
Science Monitor (September 17, 1952), “nine months ago 
voluntarily renounced its rights under the Italian Peace 
Treaty to protest any restriction or curtailment of Protestant 
religious worship in Italy.” May one assume that the Catholic 
lobby in Washington played no role in this tragic renuncia¬ 
tion? It is a sad commentary upon our democracy that the 
United States, in advancing some billions of dollars for the 
rehabilitation of Italy, could not insist that such democratic 
funds involved, as a sine qua non, complete religious freedom. 
A Protestant country, the United States has closed no Catholic 
churches, though these have won converts just as the Protes¬ 
tant churches have done in Catholic Italy. An editorial in The 
New York Times (September 24, 1951) which makes a plea 
for the Christian (i.e. Catholic Democratic) party is an insult 
to the soldiers who died for our ideals in Italy, and to the 
Ethiopians so brutally invaded. The editorial remarks upon 
the “vast amount of good will and friendliness” in Italy. Does 
the obstruction of the hospital in Naples show such good 
will? Let that country and its misnamed Christian Demo¬ 
cratic party give some evidence of sympathy for freedom. 

Dictation to the police by the Catholic hierarchy, as in the 
case of Mrs. Sanger’s lecture, is matched by its dictation to 
the newspapers which well know what recalcitrancy means. 
In 1913, in Washington, D. C., a newspaper tried to investi¬ 
gate conditions in a Catholic home for wayward girls. In 
consequence, the paper lost 40% of its subscription and ad- 
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vertising ( America , February 11, 1928). One may imagine 
what would happen to a newspaper which mildly questioned 
the propriety of funeral rites in a Roman Catholic church 
for the victims of gang warfare and ventured to suggest to a 
priest that it might be more helpful to society if such pro¬ 
fessional criminals were castigated in a sermon, one with a 
bastone and another with a shillelagh. Both might be post¬ 
humously reminded of the remark of Diogenes that it would 
be absurd “if Agesilaus and Epaminondas are to live in the 
mire, while some miserable wretches who have been initiated 
are to be in the Island of the Blest.” The Roman Catholic 
Church seems to have a monopoly of the gangster funeral 
which recently, in Hackensack, N. J., incongruously com¬ 
bined solemn high mass with a carnival of rowdyism. 

The experience of another independent American news¬ 
paper, The San Francisco News, affords an excellent example 
of the vindictiveness of the Church. This paper ignored the 
stern mandate of a Catholic archbishop when it published 
the escapade of a priest. He had pleaded guilty to a charge of 
driving an automobile while intoxicated and in the company 
of a young woman. The archbishop immediately ordered a 
boycott of the paper “until it recognized the well-known 
weight of the Church.” Had the archbishop requested the 
newspaper to omit the story of the frolicsome father, on the 
ground that it was not particularly edifying, the News might 
have complied. However, no liberal paper claiming to be 
American can stomach a peremptory order from a ferocis- 
simus propugnator sanctae fidei. Such commendable Ameri¬ 
can courage has become a rare exception to the prevailing 
obeisance of the public press. Blanshard considers this de¬ 
cline in courage and integrity, when the press has just reason 
to criticize papal pronouncements, as proof in a sense “of the 
success of papal deification.” 5) It is difficult to recognize any 
heavenly grace in the boycott that has been the power behind 
Catholic intimidation of agencies which inform the public. 
How refreshing, in this connection, is the remark of Milton 


5) Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 79. 
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on clerical censorship: “As if Saint Peter had bequeathed to 
them (the Catholic censors) the keys of the press as well as of 
Paradise.” Some progress, however, has been made since 
1543 when the Inquisition decreed that no book should be 
printed without its permission. 

According to Leo XIII (Immortale Dei), “the Church of 
Christ (i.e. the Catholic Church) is the true and sole teacher 
of virtue and guardian of morals.” Did this pronouncement 
inspire a priest in St. Mary’s Church in Poughkeepsie, N. Y., 
on Good Friday, 1951, to say to his congregation of all ages: 
“Just remember to say your rosary every night before you go 
to bed even if you are so drunk that you can’t even kneel on 
the floor”? The text for his sermon may be assumed to have 
been Proverbs 20: 1: “Wine is a mocker, strong drink is 
raging and whosoever is deceived thereby is not wise.” Quite 
apart from the probability that intoxication might produce 
an unorthodox version of the prayers and soil the beads, 
what may have been the effect upon the younger folks who 
heard this seeming acceptance of intoxication without quali¬ 
fication? And is the pronouncement by Leo that his Church 
is the sole guardian of morals confirmed by a remarkable 
incident in Portland, Maine? A Catholic woman and her 
Protestant husband legally adopted an illegitimate baby 
which was born at one of the city’s hospitals. When she took 
the child to a Catholic priest for baptism, he referred her to 
his bishop. According to her the bishop demanded that, as a 
condition of baptism, she make a contribution of $50 to the 
Pope. She declined and took the baby to a Protestant minister 
who baptized it. If morals were involved in the case, why 
should any amount of money be a prerequisite of baptism? 6) 
Neither the child nor its foster parents were responsible for 
its social status. Hence, such demand for money approxi¬ 
mates a racket. Cardinal Spellman has said that the Lord 
sends the souls of the little ones down to earth. If this is so, 

6) Mr. O’Neill (op. cit., p. 210) states that “in the Catholic Church any 
pastor can and does waive, or refuse, any fee of any kind whenever that is 
appropriate.” 
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the Lord is obviously not concerned with the question 
whether parents of children have been married in any church, 
just legally, or not at all. He allows the law of cause and 
effect to operate, and one cannot believe that Christ intended 
any rite of baptism to be a matter of barter. Do mothers’ mites 
produce archbishops’ mitres? Another illustration of the pious 
racket is recorded by Blanshard who visited the Catholic 
cathedral at Bari in Italy where “sweat” from the bone of St. 
Nicholas, drawn up from below sea level with a sponge, is 
sold for sixty lire a bottle! It is good for all human ills, ac¬ 
cording to the local monsignor. Blanshard, who bought five 
bottles for his inflamed eyes, saw it sold to impoverished 
Italians. This panacea is shipped to South America and 
Mexico, and a Christmas trade is planned for the United 
States. 71 One might read with profit, in this connection, the 
ancient official inscriptions of the priests of the cult of 
Asclepius at Epidaurus in Greece which record the amazing 
cures performed by the god. 7 8) 

7) Blanshard, Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 236. 

8) English translations of these inscriptions are published by M. Hamilton, 
Incubation or the Cure of Disease in Pagan Temple and Christian Church. 
Epidaurus like Bari today had its racket in miracles. For the ancient Greek 
who sprinkled himself with sea water, see p. 76. 








SEVEN 


The Vatican and the Invasion of Ethiopia 


THE CONCORDATS OF THE VATICAN WITH DICTATORS WERE 

aimed against freedom of religious belief and against free¬ 
dom of political action. Since these are still in force, and cited 
by the Vatican in support of Catholic claims, it is reasonable 
to assume that the Vatican still entertains the fond hope that, 
ultimately, a Catholic West Germany will resume its armed 
alliance with its partners in World War II. Such alliance 
would profit by a friendly South America under the direc¬ 
tion of dictators. This may account for the growing resent¬ 
ment in that country toward the United States which is 
probably to be explained, in part, by the presence of numer¬ 
ous Nazis there. The clergy of the Roman Church also resents 
the progress of Protestantism and its concomitant, liberty. 
Should the antipathy of South America toward us develop 
into collaboration with a rearmed union of Bonn, Rome and 
Madrid, the next assault upon liberty would be a greater 
danger than that of World War II. 

Dictatorship is a threat to freedom of religious belief. 
How true are the words of Abraham Lederman: “The lesson 
of Nazi Germany has proved to us that the great freedoms— 
personal, political, religious—are inseparable.” As Lyman 
Beecher said: “Despotic government and despotic religion 
may not be able to endure free inquiry but a republic and 
religious liberty cannot exist without it.” The concordats of 
the Vatican, during World War II, were made to protect and 
promote the interests of the Catholic Church and its mem¬ 
bers—a purpose which kept the Pope from condemning his 
fellow signatories for their crimes against humanity despite 
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the Catholic boast that the Pope condemns evil in the world. 
In Italy in 1926 the Pope, confronted with a combined liberal 
and socialist vote of 2,500,000, realized that if Mussolini fell, 
the country would go socialist. In Austria, the workers had 
been leaving the Church for socialism. Although Mussolini 
was not an ardent Catholic, the Pope suppressed the Catholic 
Popular Party and signed a concordat with him just as in 
Germany he suppressed the Catholic Party for Hitler’s sake, 
and signed a concordat with him. As a further concession to 
Mussolini, the encyclical Quadragesimo Anno (1931), sus¬ 
pected of being the work of the then papal secretary Pacelli, 
repudiated the socialistic sympathies of Leo XIII (Anno 
Novarum, 1891), forbade any Catholic to be a Socialist, and 
condemned the right to unionize which had been affirmed by 
Leo XIII. 1) This repudiation was in harmony with Musso¬ 
lini’s ideals. An interesting repercussion of this difference is 
seen in Father Coughlin’s reply in his Social Justice to Car¬ 
dinal O’Connell: “May I repeat that the Cardinal of Boston 
has had forty years in which to carry out the commands of Leo 
XIII and he now seeks front-page publicity by attacking me 
for attempting to follow out those commands.” Coughlin 
might logically have carried his social justice to the point of 
advocating distribution of papal land and wealth to the poor. 
The alliance of the Vatican with Catholic dictators of brutal 
susceptibilities, which prevented papal criticisms of their 
crimes, has its counterpart in the United States. Here the 
Church, in return for favors from corrupt Catholic municipal 
administrations, refrains from reproving their misdeeds, as in 
the case of Corrigan versus Ducey (see p. 156). 

When Mussolini was at the height of his power, the Pope 
declared that the dictator had been “sent by divine Provi¬ 
dence,” in spite of what he did to the Socialist Matteotti. 
Such means of recommending a leader to the faithful is an 
old stunt. Even our “Congressional” Innocent III said of 
King Philip of France in 1207 that he “was exalted among 


1) On Catholic penetration into organized labor now, see Manhattan, 
Catholic Imperialism and World Freedom, pp. 191-93. 
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all others by God,” although the Pope had previously de¬ 
nounced him. Papal approval crowned Mussolini with a halo 
which was somewhat besmirched by the dictator’s vulgar pun 
on the middle name of Franklin Roosevelt, perpetrated be¬ 
fore a huge crowd in Rome. Mussolini’s invasion of Ethiopia 
thus received the sanction of all the heavenly host, but ex¬ 
posed that innocent country to death-dealing attack from the 
air against which the natives could only brandish their 
swords. The Pope blessed the Fascist legions and stated that 
a defensive (sic) war could be just, if necessary for the expan¬ 
sion of an ever-increasing population. But now that the Rus¬ 
sian menace is growing rapidly darker, he finds “the instru¬ 
ments of war to be such as to raise honor in the souls of all 
honest persons.” That is the way the poor Ethiopians must 
have felt. 

Mussolini, once his conquest of Ethiopia had been 
achieved, felt that he had to justify his mission as one “sent by 
divine Providence.” Consequently, “Abuna Petros, bishop of 
the Ethiopian (Coptic) Church, was shot by an Italian firing 
squad as a common criminal in Addis Ababa. A number of 
Ethiopian priests, monks and nuns were atrociously mur¬ 
dered, some of them while saying their prayers. Many in¬ 
stances of this type of treatment inflicted upon the Ethiopian 
ecclesiastics could be enumerated. There are instances where 
churches were deliberately burned and destroyed by the Ital¬ 
ian army.” la) But the most detailed account of the carnival 
of slaughter by the blackshirts, who had been blessed by the 
Pope, is that of the Hungarian physician Chachka. A witness 
to the frightful atrocities, he wrote a description of them be¬ 
fore leaving Ethiopia in 1937. 2> On the 19th of February of 
that year, an unsuccessful attempt was made upon the life of 
General Graziani in the courtyard of the palace at Addis 
Ababa. The occasion was a meeting which the Ethiopian 

la) From a letter of the Ethiopian Legation at Washington, dated October 
30, 1945. 

2) Published in the New Times and Ethiopia News (London Weekly), 
April 23 to June 4, 1949. 
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archbishop and other dignitaries were obliged to attend. It 
was to be expected that the assailant would be shot down im¬ 
mediately, but his death proved to be the beginning o£ a 
general indiscriminate killing of men, women and children 
who were completely innocent. First, the Italians mowed 
down the Ethiopians in the court and around the palace, 
about three hundred in all. A general massacre ordered by 
Graziani, and known by his name, followed in the city. 31 
Most of the murders were committed with daggers at night 
when photographs could not be taken. The Coptic cathedral 
was completely plundered, and its treasures carted away in 
seven or eight lorries. For three nights, murder and pillage 
continued. It took real courage to machine-gun terrified na¬ 
tives as they ran from their burning homes, and the black¬ 
shirts had courage aplenty! The little booklet entitled, Italy’s 
War Crimes in Ethiopia,*' 1 has on every page gruesome pic¬ 
tures of executions. Two of these show blackshirts smiling as 
they hold the severed heads of their victims, pictures which 
might well be framed and hung in the study of the Pope to 
remind him of the achievements of the Fascist legions which 
his predecessor had blessed. 

The culminating crime was that of one Gallini, a dagger 
specialist, who was ordered to kill a venerable priest. He 
found his victim praying in a group to “the One who hears 
the cry of suffering humanity.” Gallini stabbed the old man 
in the back while kneeling in prayer. Let us hope that this 
abominable blackshirt, as he drew out his dripping dagger, 
repeated the words of the Psalmist: “The earth, oh Jehovah, 
is full of thy loving-kindness.” Could the Pope have had in 
mind the blessed legions of blackshirts when, in his allocu¬ 
tion of June 1, 1946, he mentioned the constant solicitude of 
the Catholic Church to safeguard peoples against despotic 
princes who had no care for their general welfare? The in¬ 
vasion of Ethiopia had been completely without provocation 
from its inhabitants who wished to live in peace. Did not the 


3) Graziani has applied (November 14, 1952) for neo-Fascist membership. 

4) Published by New Times and Ethiopia News. 
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personal representative of the late President Roosevelt at 
the Vatican disgrace both himself and the President when he 
approved of the Italian occupation of Ethiopia, and the as¬ 
sumption of responsibility for a backward people? Did the 
heinous crimes of the Italians trouble Cardinals Hayes, 
Dougherty and O’Connell when they applauded the marvel¬ 
ous transformation since Mussolini seized the reins of gov¬ 
ernment? What a pity they did not see the photograph of a 
blackshirt, dagger in hand, surrounded by his victims—a 
father, mother and their three children! And what must have 
been the feelings of the Ethiopians when Italian mission¬ 
aries appeared in military uniform to convert the natives to 
Catholicism? And what is their reaction to the Pope’s demand 
of The International Congress on Penal Law (The New York 
Times, October 4, 1953) for a code that would punish per¬ 
sons responsible for unleashing an unjust war, or for waging 
it with excesses of cruelty? Why did he not, in illustration of 
such, lash out at the atrocities of Catholic Italians at Addis 
Ababa? 

The Archbishop of Taranto declared the invasions of 
Ethiopia to be a Holy War because it opened a way for the 
expansion of the Catholic faith, the Coptic Church being that 
of infidels and schismatics. The same reasoning would apply 
to Protestant sects in the United States. Do American Catho¬ 
lics believe in such a Holy War? Governer Curley in Boston 
praised Mussolini as a lover of peace and a saviour of Chris¬ 
tianity! The close collaboration of the Church with Musso¬ 
lini is seen in the statement of Cardinal Tisserant to the 
Gazetta del Populo , quoted in the International Review of 
Missions, 1937, p. 60: “With the conquest of the Empire, a 
vast field is open to Catholic missions whose work has hitherto 
been hampered in Abyssinia by the unyielding opposition of 
the monophysite clergy (i.e. of the ancient Abyssinian 
Church). The work of the Catholic missionary will go nobly 
hand in hand with the civilizing actions (!) which Italy, 
under the Fascist government, has already begun in order to 
restore to the people the civilization of Rome, and with it 
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social well-being.” One may read in The New York Times 
of April 7, 1937, that the Italians in Ethiopia ordered all 
Protestant missionaries to leave the country. Among these 
were the Swedish, Swiss, and American missions which had 
spent more than fifty years there “doing excellent educational 
and medical work. These were not religious missions.” As 
in Belgium, during the early Nazi occupation, only Catholic 
activities were left free. 

The shabby justification of the conquest of Ethiopia, as 
given by the Bishop of Nocera, was that the Roman Catholic 
Church had the duty of bringing to backward populations its 
principles of equity, charity and fraternity. Conspicuously 
absent from the list is liberty. And where is democracy? Does 
one introduce such principles into a country by means of 
poison gas? And would the bishop inscribe the gift of his 
Church to Ethiopia beneath the published picture of an 
Italian soldier holding in his hand, as a souvenir of Christian 
conquest, the severed head of an Ethiopian? Was this soldier, 
in the words of Cardinal Shuster, “bringing in triumph to 
Ethiopia the cross of Christ”? The conquest of Ethiopia, like 
that of Yugoslavia later, had the tacit approval of the Vatican 
because of the resultant opportunity of the one to destroy 
the Coptic Church, and of the other to destroy the Church of 
the Orthodox Yugoslavs. These conquests are a devastating 
denial of the following statement in a brochure published by 
the Supreme Knights of Columbus in St. Louis: “The use of 
force and violence to impose and maintain its doctrine and 
dominion is a distinguishing mark of Communism, and has 
been from the start. It is not a distinguishing mark of Catho¬ 
licism. How do the missionaries win converts in a pagan 
land? How do they there build up a Catholic body? ... By 
force? Never. Catholicism is not authoritarian.” 5) According 
to Archbishop Stepinac’s report to the Pope on May 8, 1944, 
240,000 Serbs were forcibly converted to the Roman Catho¬ 
lic faith. 

The callous failure of the Pope and his clergy to condemn 


5) Is the Catholic Church a Menace to Democracy ? p. 32. 
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the invasion of Ethiopia was perhaps sanctioned in their 
minds, but not in their souls, by “a word of the Lord which 
came unto Zephaniah” (2: 12): “Ye Ethiopians also, ye shall 
be slain by my sword.” And yet one finds the Pope writing 
to former President Truman that “tranquillity will come to 
the world only if it agrees to regulate its conduct by the doc¬ 
trine and the law of Christ.” This means, of course, the doc¬ 
trine and law of the Roman Catholic Church. The Vatican 
has not banished Leo XIII’s “sword of the Church.” The 
historian of Georgetown University (Catholic), which is 
training an increasing number of men for our diplomatic 
service, seems to approve of Mussolini’s crime against Ethio¬ 
pia for a reason shared by the representative (of a former 
administration) to the Vatican that it was a hopelessly back¬ 
ward country in need of intelligent direction by some highly 
civilized state. 61 

When the Roman hierarchy was convinced that Germany 
would be victorious, it emerged into the open. “In Germany 
and Italy it boisterously applauded every act of criminal ag¬ 
gression though rape, torture, murder and theft were the 
constant concomitants . . . The Papacy made a mockery of 
its own pretence of political neutrality.” 71 Thirty Italian 
bishops urged Mussolini to take Palestine from the French 
and the British. One may well believe that the Orthodox 
Church in Jerusalem would have been deprived of its half 
of Calvary, its guardianship of the tomb of Christ and its 
significant omphalos in the cathedral. The prayer of the 
Bishop of Udine, in the presence of Mussolini after his out¬ 
rage in Ethiopia, was “that you will win all the battles you 
are so wisely directing for the greatness and glory of Chris¬ 
tian Rome.” 81 The Lord denied this prayer which should be 
contrasted with the recent declaration of the Pope at Rome 

6) C. C. Tansill, Back Door to War, p. 263. Cf. also pp. 165-210. For a 
scathing review of this book, see Society for the Prevention of World War 111, 
brochure no. 41. 

7) McCabe, The Papacy in Politics Today, p. 111. 

8) Manhattan, The Vatican in World Politics, p. 125. 
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(October 12, 1952): “The authors and propagators of the 
horrible calumny that the Church wants war are able to 
escape the justice of man but they cannot evade the justice 
of God. The day will come for them. May God forgive 
them.’’ 

One may rather fear that the Vatican is to be the recipient 
of divine castigation. Practically the whole world condemned 
the invasion of Ethiopia except Pope Pius XI. The title 
“Empress of Ethiopia” which he conferred upon the queen 
of Italy revealed his satisfaction with the conquest. The way 
was now open for the first group of sixty assorted priests to 
begin the work of dismantling the Coptic Church. Such was 
the lure which Mussolini held out to the Pope. This under¬ 
standing of Mussolini with the Vatican was matched later by 
that with Hitler, who was expected to supplant the Orthodox 
Church with the Roman Catholic in his invasion of the East. 
In the face of mounting protest against the crime in Ethiopia, 
the strategy was evolved of letting the old Pope appear con¬ 
fused by the project; meanwhile, Italian clergy supported the 
dictator, but not as representatives of the Church. One cannot 
imagine such action on the part of the clergy without papal 
approval. The telegram which was sent Mussolini from a 
eucharistic congress by nineteen archbishops and fifty-seven 
bishops read: “Catholic Italy thanks Jesus Christ for the 
renewed greatness of the fatherland made stronger by Mus¬ 
solini’s policy.” This telegram, which was published in the 
Osservatore Romano, could hardly have appeared there 
without the knowledge of Pius XI or his secretary and suc¬ 
cessor. A minor incident of significance was the fruitless 
effort of a representative of a Chicago newspaper to interview 
the Pope on Ethiopia. He could not get one word from him 
directly or indirectly. The close association of the Church 
with Mussolini in the crime of Ethiopia precludes the ex¬ 
coriation of Mussolini alone. The Church shares in the guilt. 
“The subterfuge of throwing the guilt upon the state or the 
princes and peoples is as false as it is mean and ignoble.” 9) 


9) McCabe, History of the Popes, pp. 346-347. 
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The subterfuge is as old as Leo I who declared that “eccle¬ 
siastical mildness shrinks from blood punishment but it is 
aided by the severe decrees of Christian princes.” To incite 
to murder successfully is to commit murder. In the light of 
this overwhelming proof of the enthusiasm of the Catholic 
Church for Mussolini and his Holy War against Ethiopia, 
how can O’Neill blandly remark: “There were undoubtedly 
some Catholics, as there are some non-Catholics, who ap¬ 
proved of Mussolini, Hitler and other totalitarians. But Mr. 
Blanshard’s assumption that this is the Catholic position, 
dictated by Catholic doctrine, is a clear instance of not using 
easily available information.” What is this intormation? 
Here, as elsewhere, deeds speak louder than words. 

Later, when the “Christian conquest” of Europe by the 
sword was seen to be doomed, the Allies having invaded Italy 
in 1943, Pius XII in his message at Christmas (1944), uttered 
a passionate appeal for peace: “There is a duty imposed 
upon all, a duty which brooks no delay, no hesitation, no 
subterfuge: it is the duty to do everything to ban, once and 
for all, wars of aggression as legitimate solution of interna¬ 
tional disputes and as a means toward realizing national 
aspirations.” These words, expressing noble sentiments, lose 
all force when one realizes that they were not hurled at 
Mussolini and Hitler personally before they launched their 
murderous wars in pursuit of “national aspirations.” There 
is, too, in the Pope’s words, the very subterfuge which he 
rejects. In his “wars of aggression,” Holy Wars are not in¬ 
cluded nor in his “national aspirations” are those of the 
Church. The war in Ethiopia was a Holy War, as the Arch¬ 
bishop of Taranto said. In the Christmas message just cited. 
Pope Pius XII would have clearly revealed his meaning and 
intention if he had added to his words banning war “once 
and for all” the qualification “after pagan and schismatic 
cults have yielded to the sword of the Church!” When, in this 
same message, he mentioned “the right to life and freedom 
of all nations, big and small, powerful and weak,” he did not 
include Ethiopia and Norway. The clandestinely murderous 
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invasion of those countries was not condemned by the Pope. 
When asked to do so, he replied that Norway was not a 
Catholic country, implying that he had concern only for 
such, and perhaps mindful of the fact that the Jesuits are 
not allowed as yet to establish their order in Norway. Yet 
the Pope’s blessings go to the whole world. One must seek 
not in the Vatican but among non-Catholics for those who, 
to use the words of the Pope, “have conscientiously striven 
to make the Christian and religious mentality reject modern 
war, vvith its monstrous means of conducting hostilities.” 
There are organizations and individuals of all races and 
creeds who reject Holy Wars, as well as other wars, but the 
Vatican is not among them. It must have an offensive “sword 
of the Church.” When recently a resolution was introduced, 
in the Assembly of New York, calling upon the President 
and the Congress of the United States to appoint an envoy 
to the Vatican, the only definite reason given was that “the 
Pope has been the foremost advocate of peace.” A foremost 
advocate of peace who is sincere is necessarily a foremost 
condemner of those who declare war. He does not announce 
that they are sent by God. The reader by all means should 
consult Avro Manhattan’s highly informing Chapter XI in 
his book entitled The Vatican in World Politics. There he 
says (p. 191): “Pacelli was elected Pope under the name of 
Pius XII (1939). In pursuit of his set policy the new Pope 
began a great campaign for peace. The Catholic press was 
full of his words about peace, the freedom of nations, and 
the necessity of settling disputes without war. But while he 
spoke thus he acted in a very different way. He continued to 
be in close touch with Mussolini and Hitler who needed the 
Church in order to further their plans of conquest.” 






EIGHT 


Catholic Revolution against Democracy 


WHETHER OR NOT THE DICTATOR FRANCO WAS ALSO “SENT BY 

divine Providence,” the Vatican found his regime acceptable 
enough as a modus vivendi. In a radio address to the Spanish 
people. Pope Pius XII extended his blessing to him and 
praised his religious zeal (The New York Times, November 
19, 1945). His Christmas message the previous year contained 
these words: “It is a pleasure for us to express equal praise 
and gratitude for the generosity of die head of the state, the 
government and people of Spain and the governments of 
Ireland . . . who have vied with one another in noble rivalry 
and brotherly love and charity of which the echo will not 
resound in vain through the world.” In this message, which is 
not lacking in “hot air,” Spain is mentioned first and then 
Ireland in an otherwise alphabetical list of governments re¬ 
ceiving papal praise. Clearly, the Spanish Franco who was 
murderously hostile to our democracy stood, at that time, 
first in the affection of the Vatican; of late, however, the 
Pope perhaps would prefer a concordat with Spanish royalty. 
The Axis dictators did not behave to the satisfaction of the 
Vatican, and Franco seems to be in disagreement because 
every third diocese in his domain is without a bishop as a 
result of the Pope’s refusal to accept Franco’s candidates. 1 * 
How closely Spain and the Vatican were united in an in¬ 
tense hatred of the American way of life is shown by the re¬ 
joicing of the Franco regime at the conquest of the Philip¬ 
pines by the Japanese, and by the diplomatic relations which 
the Vatican established with Japan four months after the 

1) Cf. Pichon, The Vatican and Its Role in World Affairs (1950), p. 141. 
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day of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor—a day which 
the late President Roosevelt said “will live in infamy.” The 
Pope failed to protest Japanese brutality just as he ignored 
Italian atrocities in Ethiopia and those of the Catholic 
Hitler. Hence, the devastating rebuke by McCabe: “When 
Japan makes new high-water marks of savagery, the Prince of 
Peace, the moral leader of the universe, is as dumb and cal¬ 
culating as a corrupt policeman.” As a result. Catholic mis¬ 
sions were, for the most part, left free to continue their work 
in China and Japan, a privilege which was not shared by the 
Protestants. This understanding can hardly be a pleasant 
recollection for the American Catholic. Pichon, in mention¬ 
ing persecution by the Japanese of the Catholic clergy, says 
nothing about the establishment of papal diplomatic rela¬ 
tions with the Mikado nor about the gold medal which 
Matsouka received from Pope Pius XII at Rome. The 
seriousness of this omission can be readily appreciated by a 
reading of Manhattan’s discussion of the subject (op. cit., 
pp. 410-415). The net result of the comparison of the two 
accounts is that the Vatican climbed on the Japanese “band¬ 
wagon” when it appeared certain that Japan would win 
along with the Axis, but climbed down so soon as the wagon 
lost its band. la) When former President Truman, after receiv¬ 
ing an honorary degree at Fordham University, proceeded to 
toll the University bell which had originally graced a Japa¬ 
nese aircraft carrier, Pichon does not suggest that once it 
may have joyously pealed forth the news of the Vatican’s 
friendly advances to Japan after the attack on Pearl Harbor. 
The readiness of the Vatican to ally itself with non-Christian 
governments is seen again in its relations with Islam upon 
which Blanshard has this comment (The Nation, July 1, 
1950): “Catholicism and Mohammedanism are brothers un¬ 
der the skin. Both have their roots in a feudal structure of 
power only so long as social ferment is repressed . . . Israel 
is an infection point in the Middle East for new ideas.” 


la) The Vatican’s evasive justification of the action is given by Manhattan, 
The Catholic Church Against the Twentieth Century, pp. 445-6. 
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When the Vatican came to friendly terms with our enemy 
Japan, the American cardinals should have turned in their 
red hats to the Pope. But the mind of the hierarchy in the 
United States had already been clearly indicated by an 
article in the Jesuit journal, America (May 17, 1941). It was 
written by a professor of history, J. J. O’Connor of St. John’s 
University, Brooklyn. However, everyone knows that it could 
not have been published without the approval of the editor 
and the consent of clerical authority. Professor O’Connor 
writes: 


Today American Catholics are being asked to shed their 
blood for that particular kind of secular civilization which 
they have been heroically repudiating for four centuries 
(or since Luther did some refreshing thinking for himself 
and humanity). This civilization is now called democracy 
and the suggestion is being made that we send the Yanks 
to Europe again to defend it... In reality is it worth de¬ 
fending? ... All the Yanks in America will not save it from 
disintegration 2 ' . . . The new order in Europe will be 
either a Nazi or a British totalitarianism or a combination 
of both . . . We would like to think that Britain is fighting 
for Christianity and godliness. (Were the Nazis?) . . . We 
do not ask for British war aims because we would have 
absolutely no confidence in them if they were published at 
this time. (Did Professor O’Connor have confidence in 
Nazi war aims?) .. . American democracy is disintegrating, 
crumbling from within . . . The growing anarchy can be 
resolved in two ways: totalitarianism or Christianity. We 
are already well along the road that leads to dictatorship. 
If we enter the war we shall lose beyond recall everything 
we pretend to fight for—freedom and independence, per¬ 
sonal initiative and inalienable rights, peace and security. 
If w r e stay out of the war, but persist in postponing the 

2) Ten years later the Knights of Columbus blandly declared: “Not only is 
the Catholic Church not hostile to democratic freedom but it is the concern 
of American Catholics that the freedom of American democracy be pro¬ 
tected.” Mr. O’Neill also states (op. cit., p. 59): "American Catholics have 
always believed in and supported the democracy of the United States." Both 
the Knights and Mr. O’Neill must admit that the editor of the prominent 
Catholic journal, America, which printed O'Connor’s outburst against de¬ 
mocracy, must have considered it worth publishing and must also have 
realized that it was obviously inflammatory. 
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establishment of a Christian (i.e. Catholic) social order 
until a decision has been won in Europe and the Far East, 
it will be too late. The solution (i.e. dissolution) of Ameri¬ 
can democracy depends upon two things: staying out of the 
war and starting the Christian (i.e. Catholic) revolution 
now .. . Leadership in this crisis will come only from the 
hierarchy. The Christian revolution will begin when we 
(led by the hierarchy) decide to cut loose from the existing 
social order, rather than be buried with it, and release the 
dynamite that is stored up in the Christian gospel. It will 
begin when the order goes out from our bishops putting 
every available priest, seminarian, brother, layman and 
laywoman on street corners and in public parks teaching 
Christianity after the manner of the Apostles. It must be 
an all-out effort in every department of life (the military 
also?). Would the (Catholic) laity respond to some such 
all-out command? I think they would. 

These are O’Connor’s own words. Could his Catholic up¬ 
rising be construed as “a putsch by the Catholic hierarchy to 
establish Catholicity as a state church in America,” to quote 
Professor McCrossen (Public Aid to Parochial Education, 
Harvard Law School Forum, p. 43)? O’Connor stated that 
leadership in his crisis will come only from the hierarchy. 
Did he have in mind the Jesuits whom Professor Francis of 
Notre Dame describes as ‘‘comrades-at-arms ... a corps of 
officers destined to lead the people’s army of the militant 
church” (see p. 239)? And where was the FBI when O’Con¬ 
nor went on this rampage? Some years later. Judge Albert 
Levitt sent the following letter to J. P. Thomas, then chair¬ 
man of the Congressional Committee on un-American Ac¬ 
tivities: “I respectfully request that your Committee on un- 
American Activities investigate the un-American activities of 
the Roman Catholic Church in the United States. I am will¬ 
ing to appear before your committee and present under oath 
. . . conclusive documentary proof that the Roman Catholic 
Church in the United States is engaged in subversive activi¬ 
ties which are undermining our American form of govern¬ 
ment and are designed to destroy the political and religious 
freedom of our people.” Here was a challenge both to the 
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committee and to the Roman Catholic Church. Both seem 
to have considered silence the only answer. And what would 
have happened to O’Connor if the Ober Law had been avail¬ 
able? It provides fines and imprisonment for individuals con¬ 
victed of acting with intent to alter the constitutional gov¬ 
ernment by unlawful means. And what of the Smith Act with 
its heavy penalties for those, among others, who publish or 
circulate printed matter advocating the forcible overthrow 
of the government? Do not O’Connors come within the 
reach of Section 4a of the McCarran Act, with its heavy penal¬ 
ties for those who conspire or agree to perform any act which 
would substantially contribute to the establishment of a 
totalitarian dictatorship under foreign control in the United 
States? The hierarchy is under control of the Vatican State. 
O’Connor proposed to circumvent one revolution (“growing 
anarchy”) with another, to check one totalitarianism with 
another under the leadership of the hierarchy. His revolu¬ 
tion was to begin when the (Catholic) bishops ordered the 
Catholic laity to the street corners and public parks to re¬ 
lease biblical dynamite. Can one imagine twenty million-odd 
Catholics ending our democracy in such places? How long 
would they have to remain on the job? They could not count 
upon the submission of millions of Protestants to such illegal 
termination of their traditional freedom. How could such 
revolution be successful without ubiquitous resort to force? 
The National Republican party proposes to make commu¬ 
nism a special object of attack in their next political cam¬ 
paign. It should substitute for the term “communism” the 
broader term “subversion,” so as to include Catholic totali¬ 
tarian subversion of democracy lest the dynamite of the gos¬ 
pel storehouse step out into reality. Or is it lawful to over¬ 
throw our democracy under the leadership of the hierarchy? 
How much space are O’Connor and his hierarchy entitled to 
in the Who’s Who in American Subversion? The failure of 
the government to take action against O’Connor’s proposal to 
end democracy in this country is thrown into high relief by 
the indictment of Professor D. J. Struik of Massachusetts In- 
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stitute of Technology in September, 1951, which, in part, 
charged: 


The said Dirk J. Struik planned to speak, to exhibit, 
distribute and promulgate printed and written documents, 
papers and pictorial representations and to use other 
methods used by Communists and the Communist Party 
such as the organization of schools, societies, groups and 
classes of persons in which and to whom the principles of 
“Marxism and Leninism” and the overthrow of the gov¬ 
ernment of the United States of America by force and 
violence were advocated and taught. 

In urging the United States to stay out of the war, Pro¬ 
fessor O’Connor apparently shared the belief of Father 
Coughlin that “there is no danger of Hitler threatening 
America.” The purpose of such an affirmation is clear. As in 
World War I, so in its successor, the Catholic Church wanted 
the United States to stay out; not primaiily to lessen death 
and destruction, but to insure German victory. When Pope 
Benedict XV assumed his high office in 1914, he expressed 
the wish that there be no intervention in World War I. At 
last Germany was to be “the sword of the Church,” as Pope 
Leo XIII had desired. While O’Connor was preaching his 
gospel of aloofness, Coughlin was also declaring: “Ameri¬ 
ca’s place is at home.” To justify this contention, Coughlin 
declared: “Hitler has put no Jews to death though he has 
confiscated property in many instances. Hitler has put no 
Christians to death . . . Stalin has massacred millions of 
Christians and thousands of Jews besides having abolished 
all religion.” 3) 

These two were speaking for their Church, as was the most 
Rev. Francis Beckman who over the radio, in October, 1941, 
appealed to the country to stay out of war: “We will have no 
part in this monstrous movement to war.” Again, the Rev. 
John O’Brien of Notre Dame University when he declared 
over the Mutual Network: “Reason compels us to say that 


3) Social Justice, June 30, 1941, p. 17. 
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there is not a shred of ethical justification for America enter¬ 
ing the European conflict.” 4 ’ He called on the late President 
Roosevelt to summon the war’s leaders to a conference. The 
same opposition, of course, appeared in the newspapers in 
1940. The Converted Catholic Magazine, in its issue of June, 
1948, published facsimiles of headlines. The Tablet quoted 
Archbishop McNicholas as branding compulsory military 
training as the beginning of a totalitarian government in our 
country. Thus, the Catholic Church opposed precautionary 
measures against Germany, apparently not worried about 
what would happen to us in the event of a German victory 
over England. The Jesuit periodical America (July 19, 1940) 
declared: ”We have no moral justification for making war 
against nations.” This, it will be noted, does not exclude re¬ 
ligious justification. The magazine further declared: “It is 
no part of our duty to prepare armaments to be used in 
England’s aid.” Obviously, Jesuit hope was that the United 
States would stay neutral, and thus facilitate Germany’s de¬ 
feat of Great Britain. The same motive inspired Catholic 
strategy in Belgium and France which led to the surrender 
of both. 

Catholic clergy, throughout the country, voted 12,038 to 
885 against our participation, or ninety-one and a half per 
cent. The question put to them was: “Do you favor the 
United States engaging in a shooting war outside the western 
hemisphere?” The question should rather have been: “Do 
you favoi fighting for your Church’s concordats made with 
dictators who would destroy the freedom of the United 
States?” Or perhaps a more searching question would have 
been: “In urging the United States to stay out of the war 
against the Catholic Hitler, are we not supporting the papal 
conspiracy against democracy here as well as elsewhere?” It 
is to be noted that the questionnaire did not exclude a shoot- 

4) Ibid., September 29, 1941, p. 12. Monsignor Duffy of Buffalo, and other 
clerics, declared that if the United States should become allied with Soviet 
Russia, they would publicly ask Catholic soldiers not to fight. For an excel¬ 
lent account of Catholic policy in Germany, see Manhattan, The Catholic 
Church Against the Twentieth Century, chaps. X, XI. 
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ing war in the western hemisphere, and quite consistently, 
because the Knights of Columbus had demanded armed in¬ 
tervention in Mexico when their Church was in difficulties, 
gut in the case of the two World Wars, it was different. 
Catholic opposition to our participation in them unques¬ 
tionably was due to a secret papal directive. 

When the Vatican made its concordats with Germany and 
Italy, it looked forward to victory for both as well as for it¬ 
self. Its policy was therefore that of “divide and conquer.” 
The present Pope, who as papal nuncio had passed twelve 
years in Berlin and was German-minded, had many con¬ 
ferences with Hitler. When Poland was invaded, and Polish 
Americans demanded of the Pope that he excommunicate 
Hitler, he refused to reply. The Catholic priests, in demand¬ 
ing that we have no part in the monstrous movement to war 
in Europe, were anticipating the strategy of the Communists 
who circulated petitions for peace in the country in which 
Soviet invasion was impending. There were sincere advocates 
of peace in our country, but those clericals who knew the 
mind of the Vatican were not among them. And yet we 
learn from Cardinal Spellman’s fierce letter to Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt that “America’s Catholic youth helped to fight a 
long and bitter fight to save all Americans from oppression 
and persecution . . . Catholic boys who suffered martyrdom 
that men might live in liberty and peace . . . and their fath¬ 
ers who fought that all children might be free from religious 
persecutions.” His Church tried to keep its boys out of both 
wars, but did they fight successfully to save Protestants from 
oppression and religious persecution in Colombia, Spain and 
Italy? Hardly! Now that Russia looms as a menace to world 
peace, Catholic opinion has made an about-face in the matter 
of “engaging in a shooting war outside the western hemi¬ 
sphere.” E. A. Walsh, S.J., regent of the School of Foreign 
Service in Georgetown University, holds the view that if 
our government thinks a Soviet attack is imminent, the use 
of the atomic bomb would be morally justified. Former Navy 
Secretary Matthews, also Catholic, advocated use of die bomb 
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in a preventive war. These two prominent Catholics prob¬ 
ably reflect Catholic clerical opinion in the United States 
which is, of course, in keeping with the sentiment of the 
Vatican. The campaign of “Hate Russia” in the public 
schools of New York City (David Alison, Searchlight, pp. 
197-203) may be another expression of Catholic propaganda 
to destroy Russia now. Would it not be far better to shift the 
emphasis in the teaching of children to an insistence upon the 
blessings of democracy which are the complete negation of 
Russian brutality and Roman totalitarianism? 

The highly suggestive program of Professor O’Connor for 
a Christian revolution, under the leadership of the hier¬ 
archy, was apparently prompted by the Vatican’s firm con¬ 
viction that the Allies would lose the war, and that the 
Catholic Church in the United States would then be in a 
better position to realize its cherished intention of making 
America Catholic by drastic means. At a signal from the hier¬ 
archy (functioning as dictator?) was to come a new order. 
Shades of Hitler and Mussolini! If any communistic sheet 
had announced such hostility to our democracy by simply 
substituting the words “communistic revolution” for “Chris¬ 
tian revolution,” in Professor O’Connor’s diatribe, the Fed¬ 
eral Bureau of Investigation would have leaped into action. 
What was it that made the magazine America so outspoken at 
this time (1941) against the democracy which, in spite of 
defects, has made our nation so great and prosperous? The 
most likely answer is that a secret clause in the concordat be¬ 
tween Hitler and the Vatican promised the Church a strangle 
hold on both schools and Protestant churches in the United 
States as a part of their joint war upon democracy. 43 ’ Late in 
1939, Pope Pius XII declared that any education which neg- 

4a) This does not mean that Hitler, if he made such a promise, intended 
to carry it out. Within the Reich, he was determined to centralize cultural 
agencies in a “solid Nazi block.” It was a logical consequence of the rivalry 
of a political totalitarianism with a spiritual totalitarianism that Hitler 
should set up a nationalist school, and order all Catholic parents in Munich 
to send their children to it, whether they wished to or not. C/. Manhattan, 
The Catholic Church Against the Twentieth Century, p. 202. 
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lects or repudiates the Christian (that is, the Catholic) re¬ 
ligion “is a crime of high treason.” The date is significant. 
Did the Pope then fondly hope for an opportunity to try 
non-Catholic educators for “high treason”? What are the 
penalties for it? The priestly affirmation comes to mind that 
“if the state has a right to punish, the Church (Catholic) 
lias much more right.” 

Professor O’Connor’s Christian Social Order, like Father 
Coughlin’s Social Justice, presupposed the disintegration of 
democracy in the United States. Coughlin declared he would 
seek power by violence and would fight “Franco’s way.” “We 
predict, lastly, the end of democracy in America.” (C/. Man¬ 
hattan, The Vatican in World Politics, pp. 384-385) At the 
outbreak of World War II, Coughlin also predicted that he 
would be in power within the next decade. His quasi-military 
clubs should be noticed, along with O’Connor’s hierarchical 
army and its gospel dynamite. Bishop Gallagher, on return¬ 
ing from a discussion with the Pope of Coughlin’s activities, 
declared the latter’s voice to be that of God while a Francis- 
can’s designation of him as “a second Christ ’ was just another 
version of the semi-deification of Mussolini as “one sent by 
divine Providence.” It is no mitigation of these misnomers to 
call them pagan and cite Tiridates’ worship of Nero as an 
emanation of Mithra (see p. 76). With these potentially an¬ 
archistic movements of O’Connor and Coughlin in mind, it 
is well to quote remarks by Edgar Hoover at the FBI com¬ 
mencement in October, 1940. o) “That there is a fifth column 
which has already started to march is an acknowledged real¬ 
ity. That it menaces America is an established fact. That 
it must be met is the common resolve of every red-blooded 
citizen. A fifth column of destruction, following in the wake 
of confusion, weakening the sinews of a nation and paralyz¬ 
ing it with fear, can be met only by the nationwide offensive 
of all-out law enforcement.” This call to war does not name 
the enemy clearly. May one think only of Communists of 
savage Russian mentality? What about organizations fighting 


5) M. Lowenthal, The Federal Bureau of Investigation, p. 360. 
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us “Franco’s way,” or answering the call of the hierarchy 
“putting every available priest, seminarian, brother, layman 
and lay woman (no Quakers or Congregationalists but just 
Catholics) on the street corners preaching (militant?) Chris¬ 
tianity—both organizations declaring the end of democracy, 
thus sharing the Vatican’s hatred of it? Would such organiza¬ 
tions, officered by Jesuits, be potential threats to our Ameri¬ 
can way of life? If there had been fighting “Franco’s way” to 
bring democracy to an end, would it have been a perplexing 
assignment for any members of the FBI in retreat at Man- 
resa? And could the participants in these movements declare, 
in the words of Archbishop Ireland (1915): “Our combats, 
if combats there be, are never against the liberties of America 
but in defense of them”? 

When Professor O’Connor’s Christian revolution cuts 
loose from the existing social order, under the leadership of 
the hierarchy, will Ryan and Boland’s dictum become the 
law of the land? They declared: “The fact that the individual 
may in good faith think that his false religion is true gives no 
more right to propagate it than the sincerity of the alien 
anarchist entitles him to advocate his abominable political 
theories in the United States. (Here again is the obvious 
clerical disposition to associate communism and Protestant¬ 
ism.) Now the actions of preaching and writing are at once 
capable of becoming quite as injurious to the community as 
any other actions and quite as subject to rational restraint” 
(op. cit., p. 318). Should not these men, who are clearly in 
effect arguing against our fundamental right to freedom of 
religious belief, have been questioned by the FBI? At the 
graduation of its 47th class. Archbishop Boyle warned the 
graduates against insidious subtle enemies hiding' in dark¬ 
ness. Subsequently, the director thanked the archbishop and 
characterized the Catholic Church as the most powerful 
force challenging communism. One would perhaps like to 
hear from the archbishop whether he approves of a Catholic 
contention that Communists are recruited from Protestant 
denominations chiefly, the Italian Communists not being 
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included (see p. 231). The threat of communism, serious as 
it is, should not divert our minds from the Catholic clerical 
threat to the ideals of freedom, both in our own country and 
everywhere else. 










NINE 


Priestly Hostility to the Public Schools 


THE VIOLENCE WITH WHICH CATHOLIC FANATICS HAVE EN- 

deavored to destroy eastern Orthodoxy, as in Yugoslavia, and 
Protestantism in Catholic-controlled countries, as in Colom¬ 
bia, and to destroy democracy with its corollaries of religious 
freedom, shows a dangerous unity of origin and purpose. In 
the United States, where an overwhelming majority of 
citizens at present will not tolerate religious intolerance, 
roughshod ecclesiastical aggression cannot succeed. Accord¬ 
ingly, the Catholic Church must employ other methods to 
accomplish its purpose of converting America, and retrieving 
the losses which it lias sustained in Europe. During the pres¬ 
ent century the Catholics in France have lost six-sevenths of 
their members (Manhattan, The Vatican in World Politics, 
p. 298), and about 2000 priests since 1945 (The Churchman, 
February 15, 1953, p. 22). But Bianshard, in his report from 
France (The Nation, March 3, 1951), notes that probably 
the improvement of the Catholic position there is chiefly 
due to the fact that “the Catholic Church has stayed on the 
job year in and year out in every parish whereas the anti¬ 
clerical crusaders have come and gone.” Does the Catholic 
Church count on such a fate for the organization known as 
Protestants and Other Americans United? 

In Austria, in 1927, the irritation of the working classes 
against their Church caused 21,000 to leave it officially within 
five months (Manhattan, p. 234). McCabe quotes a Czech 
Catholic priest as saying that “between 1919 and 1930 nearly 
1,900,000 Czechs had left the Church because of the Church’s 
support of the harsh Austrian government, a desertion helped 
by the liberal regime of Masaryk. No wonder the Church 
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was interested in the political destruction of Czecho-Slovakia! 
In Italy, the leader of the Socialists told McCabe that the 
urban workers had abandoned the Church, and it is signifi¬ 
cant that the scurrilous anti-Catholic weeklies, Asino (Ass) 
and Pappagallo (Parrot) have a circulation of about one mil¬ 
lion. The Pope is now protected by law against vilification. 
In England, to add a small but significant detail. The 
Catholic Herald of August 11, 1939, published the report of 
a school priest that sixty-one per cent of his boys left 
the Church. In South America, the losses over a period of 
fifteen years were estimated at 10,000,000 to 20,000,000. One 
should read the highly significant commentary of McCabe 
(The Papacy, pp. 98ff.) on this development which threw 
wealthy liberals into alliance with the Church and the con¬ 
servatives. An event that must worry the Roman Church is 
the report from Puerto Rico that, in the city of Adjuntas, 
Roman Catholics walked out of the Rosary Service in their 
church last June (1952) to listen to the Rev. Montano, a 
convert to Protestantism who now edits The Converted 
Catholic Magazine. The comment of the Mayor of Adjuntas 
will worry the Roman priesthood of Puerto Rico still more: 
“Although I am a Catholic I admire the work of Protestant 
pastors ... I see such a high level of conduct in Protestant 
people that I do not find among my own people of the 
Catholic Church . . . The doors of this city are open to you” 
(i.e. Montano). Blanshard reports from the Netherlands that 
the Catholic Church “is suffering tremendous losses among 
the educated classes.” From the communistic regime in 
China comes word that it envisages a national Church both 
for Protestant and Catholic Chinese, self-governing and com¬ 
pletely loyal to Peiping. 

In the United States, where the Church has also suffered 
severe losses, the most promising means of checking such a 
loss with ubiquitous conversion to the faith is acceleration of 
its program to dominate public education. It cannot close 
Protestant schools as it has done in Spain. For this reason, 
infiltration into the public schools has been going on for a 
long time. It is greatly facilitated if Catholic politicians con- 
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trol a city, and sooner or later get a majority of their faith 
appointed to the school board or control it by pressure of 
some kind. This infiltration was already in full swing in New 
York City over fifty years ago, when Tammany’s attack on the 
public schools was quite correctly described as “a part of the 
politico-ecclesiastical Romanist program to discredit them. 
Thus, an excuse was provided for the extension and support 
of parochial schools at public expense. Mayors Grace and 
Gilroy attempted and largely succeeded in placing the public 
schools under Roman Catholic control for sectarian and po¬ 
litical purposes.” 1) Such control brought a protest from a 
resident of Brooklyn who charged Mayor Van Wyck with 
turning out eleven experienced and able members of the 
Board of Education of Brooklyn, in order to seat in their 
places eleven Romanists. He concluded his protest by saying, 
“Our teachers are being appointed largely from the Roman 
Church, and the aggression of that Church is unceasing.” To 
this protest should be added the stinging rebuke of a school 
commissioner in December, 1898: “The destiny of the schools 
in a vital measure depends on the new members (of the 
board). If they are such men as Mr. O’Brien and Mr. Mori- 
arty I would not care to make a prediction as to the future 
. . . they were put in only for political purposes and are 
doing that for which they were appointed.” Another protest 
was made to a superintendent of schools against his subser¬ 
viency to Roman Catholic priests who dictated appointments 
of teachers in the public schools on sectarian grounds regard¬ 
less of their qualifications. The superintendent replied, “I 
know it is all wrong but the living of myself and family is at 
stake.” He was re-elected. 

These three citations from King’s book are significant, 
attesting as they do to the early domination of the school sys¬ 
tem where the Church controlled the politicians. The politi¬ 
cal strategy, revealed in this whole sorry business, did not 

1) J. M. King, Facing the Twentieth Century, p. 448. This book throws 
abundant light on the long history of Catholic encroachment upon our 
public schools. 
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originate in this country. Rather, it is the natural offspring 
of the centuries-old political craft of the Vatican. That the 
Church still pursues the same policy is set forth by Blan- 
shard (American Freedom and Catholic Power, pp. 84-85) 
who finds that in predominately Catholic cities in the United 
States “the city government and the schools are frequently 
controlled by the same Catholic machine.” The control of 
the school logically tends to share the character of the govern¬ 
ment of its city. Such control has passed from the city to the 
state. Blanshard cites Wisconsin which “has not only a Catho¬ 
lic educational head but also a Catholic majority of seven to 
two on the board of regents of the state university.” More 
recently (November, 1953), the Rev. A. R. Parshley has 
called on the Episcopalians of Rhode Island to take radical 
action to meet the increasing domination of the public 
schools of his state and of its school committees by Roman 
Catholics. Not one of his four proposals meets his demand 
for “radical action.” The only hope lies in action by a non- 
Catholic majority at the polls, if such a majority exists. The 
predicament in which Rhode Island finds itself is largely 
due to public apathy which also accounts for the choice of a 
Roman Catholic priest as chairman of its State Board of 
Education. It does not require any great amount of imagina¬ 
tion to foresee that, if the Catholic clergy—not content with 
control of education in their own parochial schools—seek to 
control education in the public schools, they also intend to 
control religious education in all churches. The non-Catho- 
lic school and the non-Catholic Church are both slated to be 
victims of the un-American doctrine that the Roman Church 
alone possesses the truth. 2 * The separation of school from 

2) The Knights of Columbus in their booklet, which was unquestionably 
published with the consent of their clergy', affirm (p. 15): “All the civil gov¬ 
ernment can do is to maintain an open field and fair play for truth and to 
repress everybody that would break out in acts of injustice against it." This 
statement, which concludes with a paragraph on the duty of everyone to em¬ 
brace the Catholic faith, may well prompt the question: "What is this truth 
against which no one may commit acts of injustice?” Of course, it is religious 
truth of which the Catholic Church has a monopoly. The statement, then, 
does not reject acts of injustice against "religious error,” such as have been 
perpetrated against Protestants in Colombia. 
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Church offers the same problem as the separation of State 
from Church. If American traditional freedoms in school and 
Church are to be destroyed by Catholic conquest of the pub¬ 
lic school, that conquest will be achieved by predominately 
Irish Catholic clericals in key priesthoods of their church 
acting in collusion with Irish lay coadjutors. These suscep¬ 
tible Irish Catholic politicians dominate the governments of 
cities and states, anticipating the day when they will control 
the White House. The governor of Massachusetts, who re¬ 
cently failed to be re-elected, boasted that for the first time in 
history all the ranking officials of his state were Knights of 
Columbus. 

A revealing illustration of the Church’s policy is the story 
of its efforts to dominate the education of the Indians in this 
country. In 1874, a Bureau of Catholic Indian Missions was 
founded. Its principal purpose was to establish schools, and 
maintain them with funds annually appropriated by Con¬ 
gress. In the schools of the Bureau, vocational training of the 
boys was almost wholly neglected, inferior teachers were em¬ 
ployed, and the essential instruction in the English language 
was largely overlooked. In 1889, the then President Harcison 
appointed, despite Catholic opposition, one General Morgan 
to be Commissioner of Indian Affairs. He found that the 
Catholic Indian Bureau had placed its own faithful in im¬ 
portant posts in the federal Indian Service. The chief of the 
educational division and his first assistant were Catholics. 
The director of the Catholic Bureau had the habit of coming 
to the government office unannounced, seating himself at the 
desk of this chief, and acting as if he were the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs. The Catholic Bureau put into the Indian 
service as many of its devotees as possible without regard to 
fitness, anticipating educational appointments in Catholic- 
controlled cities today. General Morgan had to dismiss the 
chief of the educational service in his department, for a 
variety of substantial reasons which did not include the man’s 
teligion. 1 he general succeeded in dissolving the partnership 
between the government and the Bureau of Catholic Indian 
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Missions, enabling him to deal directly with the schools, and 
put an end to the control o£ his office by the Catholic Bureau. 
King (op. cit.) gives a fine justification for this action: “The 
parochial schools, administered solely in the interest of the 
Church, making the catechism the substance of its instruc¬ 
tion, have for their chief purpose the propagation of Catholi¬ 
cism ... If there is one matter dear to the American heart it 
is the success of the public-school system and Commissioner 
Morgan, in asserting the right of the Government to establish 
and maintain for the Indian an efficient system of public 
schools, unsectarian and without partisan bias, was worthy of 
all praise.” 

As late as 1929, the Vatican in an encyclical reaffirmed its 
traditional claim to education, that its educative mission ex¬ 
tends to all peoples without any limitation according to 
Christ’s command to teach all the nations (Matthew 28:19). 
This command, however, does not even confer an obligation 
upon the Church at Jerusalem, much less that of Rome, to 
teach by force or political maneuver. The encyclical goes on 
to say: “Nor is there any civil power which can oppose or 
prevent this educative mission.” It has been noticed already 
(p. 68) that this peaceful imperative to teach was a logical 
consequence of Alexander the Great’s conquest of all the 
nations of his world. This mission of the Church is assumed 
to include also the unfaithful. Mr. J. J. Murphy, formerly a 
Catholic priest, in a very instructive study entitled “The 
Catholic Church versus the Public School" in The Converted 
Catholic Magazine (October, 1944), quotes one Brownson, a 
Vermonter who became a Catholic. 1 his Brownson had the 
unparalleled “nerve” to assert: “We deny as Catholics the 
right of the government to educate, for education is a func¬ 
tion of the spiritual society (i.e. the Roman Church) . . . and 
we deny the competency of the state to educate even for its 
own order or its right to establish purely secular schools.” 
Brownson might have added that the democracy of his 
country could not, of course, survive the undemocratic 
schools which he advocated. He would have been distressed 
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to read O’Neill’s statement (op. cit., p. 95) that “American 
Catholics are in favor of the American public schools.” 

This opinion, unless he means “public schools under 
Catholic control, is not shared by the Catholic clergy. Here 
are some of its pronouncements which have been assembled 
by Glenn Archer ( The Battle for Freedom, January, 1950): 

The Catholic Telegraph writes, ‘It will be a glorious day in 
this country when, under the law, the public school system 
will be shivered to pieces’; The Brooklyn Tablet, ‘The pub¬ 
lic school system is a swindle of the people—a foul disgrace 
in matters of morals and should be abolished.’ ” And yet 
Father W. E. McManus could say in 1949, “Public and paro¬ 
chial schools are both eligible claimants to federal aid” (ibid.). 
Does Father McManus favor federal subsidies to a “foul dis¬ 
grace”? Supplementing the un-American antipathies of the 
Catholic press to our public schools are the savage thrusts of 
the Catholic clergy. Choice samples of these subversive criti¬ 
cisms were presented to a committee of the Senate of the 
United States by Mr. E. E. Rogers on May 13, 1947. “The 
public schools have produced nothing but a godless genera¬ 
tion of thieves and blackguards” (Priest Shaner).-“We must 
take part in elections, move in a solid mass in every state 
against the party pledged to sustain the integrity of the public 
schools (Cardinal McClusky).—“The day is not far distant 
when Catholics will refuse to pay the poll tax” (Monsignor 
Cappell).— The children of the public school turn out to 
be horse thieves, scholastic counterfeiters” (Priest Phelan).— 
“Education must be controlled by Catholic authorities” 
(Priest Hecker).—“Unless you suppress the public school 
system it will prove the damnation of the country” (Priest 
D. B. Walker).—“The common schools of this country are 
sinks of moral pollution and nurseries of hell” (The Chicago 
Tablet).™ The bifurcated Catholic attack upon the public 
school is thus seen to be vilification and infiltration. To the 

2a) Such unfounded and unqualified maledictions conform to ubiquitous 
Catholic pattern. The Hungarian Cardinal Mindszenty called schools with 
no religious instruction "haunts of crime.” What about the Catholic monas¬ 
teries against which even Hitler made accusations? 
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Corybantic outbursts of these prevaricating priests should be 
opposed the statement of Mr. Dee Smith of San Diego, Cali¬ 
fornia: “Lest anyone think I do injustice to the Catholic 
schools may it be pointed out that I attended them from 
kindergarten to college. In these days of treacherous attacks 
on our public school system, and schemes to divert its funds 
into the coffers of Rome, a well-meaning individual can do 
great harm by lending even implied support to the Roman 
parochial system.” 31 

Apparently, Professor O’Neill had not heard of these 
fierce onslaughts by Catholic priests upon the public educa¬ 
tional system in our country. He says: 3 4) 5 “The idea that the 
Catholic hierarchy today is opposed to public schools is non¬ 
sense. It’s false ... I don’t know of a single Catholic who is 
attacking the public school.” The professor is either unaware 
of Catholic policy, or is singing a lullaby to American scho¬ 
lastic freedom. The Roman Church consistently has hoped 
and still hopes to sabotage the public secular school. In this 
connection, there may be cited a quaint denunciation of the 
Jesuits by T. Wayne Laurens: 5 > “What some of the Jesuits 
are with respect to this country is fortunately known by 
their acts and the declarations of the journals under their 
control. To eradicate the whole system of public instruction 
as at present organized; to control the elections by using the 
Roman Catholic votes ‘to turn the scale’; and to make the 
whole country a Roman Catholic country in which free 
thought and free speech are crimes punishable with impris¬ 
onment and death, may seem to be some very bold designs 
to entertain with respect to this country. But these designs 
are by no means too daring for Jesuit priests as their public 
declarations show.” In some respects Laurens had a vision. 

The palpably unfair denunciations of our schools by the 
priests cited flatly contradict the declarations of The Na- 


3) The Churchman, October 15, 1952. 

4) Harvard Forum, pp. 39-40. 

5) The Crisis or The Enemies of America Unmasked (Philadelphia, 1855), 
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tional Catholic Educational Association at its meeting in 
Kansas on April 16, 1952. These are: (1) “Catholics believe 
in public school; (2) Catholics believe that as citizens they 
have an obligation to pay taxes for the adequate support of 
the public schools in their community; (3) Catholics have 
a civic duty to take an active interest in the welfare of the 
public schools in their community.” How are these state¬ 
ments by the Association to be reconciled with those of the 
clergy in question? Its beliefs would have been clarified by 
the addition of the phrase: “ (public schools) free from all 
sectarian control, Roman Catholic as well as any other.” One 
might ask: “Does this Association reject the Roman Catholic 
Syllabus of Errors which teaches that public schools, free of 
ecclesiastic authority, are to be condemned? Does it also re¬ 
ject the statement of the Jesuit magazine America that “the 
Catholic and non-Catholic school systems are absolutely ir¬ 
reconcilable ? Dr. C. F. Henry of Pasadena, California, after 
citing these repudiations of our traditional educational sys¬ 
tem, very logically says: “Under such circumstances the citi¬ 
zens of Los Angeles County would seem entitled to know 
whether the new president of the Board of Education, who 
we understand received his training in Roman Catholic 
parochial schools and in a Roman Catholic seminary, and 
who is a member of the Knights of Columbus, does or does 
not subscribe to the Syllabus of Errors of his Church-and 
we would urge the other members of the Board to alert them¬ 
selves to the implications” ( The Converted Catholic Maga¬ 
zine, February, 1952). 

This is a very wise warning because the appointment in 
question goes hand in hand with another significant event— 
acceptance of a referendum which was railroaded through the 
Congress of California under the guidance of Cardinal Mc¬ 
Intyre. This referendum removed taxes from nonprofit 
private schools in which the Catholic Church had a great 
interest. The details of the maneuver, first published by The 
Converted Catholic Magazine (January, 1953), are incorpo¬ 
rated into an article in the magazine Awake (May 22, 1953). 
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The charge there is bluntly made and duly confirmed that 
“political venery and unscrupulous falsehoods” were em¬ 
ployed. One may not designate such technique as justifiable 
clerical strategy, but rather as tire cheap politics of the city 
ward. Through this distressing maneuver, subterfuge runs 
like a red thread. The cardinal obviously was more concerned 
about the end in view than the means by which it was to be 
reached. Catholics with a sense of dignified justice should be 
deeply troubled by the severe attack made upon Cardinal 
McIntyre and, through him, upon their Church. The maga¬ 
zine Awake, printed in thirteen different languages and dis¬ 
tributed over the world to more than a million readers, 
mightily contributes to the growing resentment of fair- 
minded people toward the Roman Catholic Church. 

The Catholic newspapers and clergy just cited and Father 
Gannon who denounced the public schools, branding them as 
productive of a generation of thieves and unbalanced crimi¬ 
nals, should have informed themselves about the religious 
affiliations of prisoners in their several states. In The Com¬ 
monweal for December 14, 1932, the Catholic chaplain at 
Sing Sing prison reported that out of its 1581 inmates 853 
were Catholics. The same preponderance of Catholics in 
penal institutions is found in the statistics given by the late 
L. H. Lehmann, a former Catholic priest. 61 In 28 states with 
an average Catholic population of 17.24%, the average Catho¬ 
lic prison population is 33.62%. In California, 16.83% of 
the total population is Catholic, but 43.61% of its prison 
population is Catholic. In Wyoming, where the Catholics 
are only 7.13% of the population, the percentage in prison 
is 32.18. Lehmann quotes the significant statement of 
Father C. B. Ford, the Roman Catholic chaplain at Columbia 
University: “During the first four months of 1943, sixty-four 

6) The Catholic Church and the Public School (Agora Press, N. Y., 1947). 
This important pamphlet should be read by all school committees. Cf. also 
V. T. Thayer, The Attack Upon the American Secular School, pp. 153-155 
(The Beacon Press, 1951); and Avro Manhattan, Catholic Imperialism, pp. 
68-73 and note 25, p. 489, for a discussion of Catholic opposition to demo¬ 
cratic principles in Catholic curricula. 
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per cent of the juvenile delinquents in Children’s Court (in 
New York City) were Catholic. This means that the Catholic 
Church has something to be greatly concerned about.” As 
Lehmann points out, only about one-fifth of the population 
of New York City is Roman Catholic. He adds that the same 
percentage (64) of Roman Catholics is found among the 
most hardened criminals as among the juveniles just men¬ 
tioned. Of 1989 prisoners at Dannemora, 1200 were Roman 
Catholics while, in Connecticut, Catholic prisoners outnum¬ 
bered Protestant by possibly four to one (Catholic Common¬ 
weal, October 9, 1942). One should study Lehmann’s tables 
showing percentages of Catholic prisoners throughout the 
country. Thus New York State, with a Catholic population 
of 26.73%, has a Catholic prison population of 56.48%. 

In a spirit of fairness (not characteristic of Father Gan¬ 
non) Lehmann observes that not all Catholic criminals listed 
by Catholic prison chaplains attended parochial schools. 
The excuse of the chaplains for the preponderance of Catho¬ 
lics in prisons is that they are mostly of foreign birth or 
origin. To this Lehmann replies that the countries from 
which such foreigners come are Catholic par excellence . 6a) 
Lehmann concludes his study of these statistics (pp. 19-22) 
with a citation (from The Manual of Christian Doctrine, a 
Catholic manual for high schools and colleges) which deals 
with excuses of thefts: (1) “extreme necessity” and (2) 
“secret compensation,” the latter a Jesuit contribution to 
morality. This limits theft to about $40 without the perpe¬ 
trator committing a “mortal sin.” What biblical authority 
there is for this limit is not apparent. These potentially dan¬ 
gerous justifications for theft have no place in the public 

6a) One would like to know how many of the Sicilian and Italian gang¬ 
sters who prey upon the industry and vice of New York City ( cf. Ed Reid, 
The Shame of New York [1953]) were or still are members of their national 
Church. One of these, a convicted felon, became a member of the Knights of 
Columbus (ibid., p. 59). In Sidney, Australia, a Dominican monk recently 
was asked by a Protestant at a public meeting, “Has A1 Capone a better 
chance of getting to heaven than I have?" The monk replied, “Definitely, 
yes." This answer will hardly frighten gangsters into shirking the shady 
paths of iniquity. 
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school but would, of course, become a regular feature of 
instruction there if the Romans should take over the educa¬ 
tion of our youth. Gannon should also have conferred with 
Father Dunne (op. cit.) who says he is very much out of 
sympathy with the extreme criticisms of the public schools 
in which certain Catholic leaders have indulged. Gannon’s 
bitter vituperation, which leaves all sanity behind, was not 
intended to offer anything constructive. His base and basic 
motive is to destroy the traditional American school, because 
its broad-minded principles are the greatest obstacle to the 
program of his Church to dominate the United States. 

If Catholic education is so far superior to that of our public 
schools, how can Ryan and Boland say (Catholic Principles 
of Politics, p. 195): “In many of our cities Catholic officials 
have been and still are conspicuous among the offenders 
against civil honesty and civic decency. It is not too much to 
say that they are sufficiently numerous and prominent to con¬ 
stitute a grave scandal ... it would seem that the instruction 
which they have received in Sunday school (and also in paro¬ 
chial school?) and which they now receive from the pulpit is 
vitally and conspicuously defective.” Contrasting sharply with 
this confession of failure is the contention of the Knights of 
Columbus (Is the Catholic Church a Menace to Democracy? 
p. 20): “Democracy entrusts the government to the people, 
and religion (the Catholic religion, of course) must equip 
the people to take proper care of the government, rightly 
directing and wisely administering it.” In the Knights’ book¬ 
let, there is a surfeit of monastic emotionalism which practi¬ 
cal Catholic politicians disregard. To the statement of the 
Knights should be added that of Leo XIII (Immortale Dei) 
who said that a state from which religion is banished can 
never be well regulated. And now there appears in the public 
press (November 16, 1952) a lengthy statement by three 
American cardinals and lesser clergy on secularism and edu¬ 
cation. It is a concatenation of generalities, dear to the Vati¬ 
can, in which they declare that by religious (i.e. Catholic) 
education the “city of man” becomes the “city of God.” 
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Kansas City was the bailiwick of Pendergast but, though 
he was reared in Catholic environment, he did not make his 
home town a “city of God.” St. Augustine would have said 
of it: Decus latet, dedecus patet. The magazine Life (October 
20, 1952) mentions the Democratic boss’s income from “shake- 
downs, gambling joints and brothels.” It adds that this poli¬ 
tician threw into action at the polls a block of “ghost votes” 
and that these “cemetery commuters” pulled old Tom 
through many a battle. M. M. Milligan in his book, The In¬ 
side Story of the Pendergast Machine (p. 137), says: “The 
underworld contributed money and manpower to promote 
the success of the (Pendergast) machine. Houses of vice sent 
their inmates forth on election day to do the bidding of the 
organization. Gamblers, protected racketeers and vice lords 
‘kicked in’ to put the Pendergast candidates in office . . . Pen¬ 
dergast himself, eager to win support, passed out dollars and 
half dollars to indigent callers at his office. His ‘generosity’ 
became legendary.” In 1934, when exasperated citizens 
sought for the first time to defeat his regime at the polls, his 
hoodlums, free from interference by the police, drove about 
armed with pistols and disgraced the city with a bloody elec¬ 
tion. As Milligan says (p. 145): “. . . a word from Pendergast 
would have prevented the criminal acts of that sanguinary 
election day.” There is apparently no record that his Catholic 
Church protested his habitual misconduct in municipal af¬ 
fairs. When Pendergast died, and his funeral was held in the 
Visitation Catholic Church of which he was a member, the 
priest said: “. . . some people always look for the evil,” and 
praised the deceased as a man of his word. There was, how¬ 
ever, so much evil in this man that people could not look 
for much else. His so-called generosity, made possible by 
corruption and serving corrupt purposes, hardly merits de¬ 
scription as charitable. The Roman Church recently excom¬ 
municated a member for holding a straw vote in Pierz, Min¬ 
nesota, to determine whether the Catholics in his town 
favored the construction of a public or a parochial school (see 
p. 149). But Pendergast, despite his unrelenting violation of 













PRIESTLY HOSTILITY TO THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 145 


basic civic virtue, never received public rebuke such as Tam¬ 
many received from Father Ducey (without the collaboration 
of his ecclesiastical superior [see p. 156]). The chronic cor¬ 
rupter of Kansas City should have been catapulted beyond 
limbo into the fiery pit. The leniency of his Church toward 
politicians of his type is due to the cooperation it receives 
from them, and to its traditional reconciliation to the de¬ 
terioration of the democratic ideal. One of Pendergast’s 
lieutenants, who sought to take over his political machine, 
was shot to death before the portrait of former President 
Truman in the Democratic Club of Kansas City. He, too, 
received the burial rites of the Roman Church although, 
according to The New York Times (April 10, 1950, p. 13), 
his pallbearers included gunmen and gangsters. He qualified 
for burial in consecrated ground not because of his career, 
but because he had been seen receiving the sacraments and 
attending Sunday mass. 

The Catholic religion, supreme in the administration of 
Boston, was besmirched by the conviction of one of its 
mayors who served a term in federal prison. A former Catho¬ 
lic mayor of New York, publicly accused of taking a bribe 
of $10,000 on the steps of Gracie Mansion, never brought 
suit for libel against his accuser. When a former Tammany 
chieftain, after amassing a contaminated fortune of $4,000,- 
000 without ever rendering a single significant public service, 
passed to his retvard duly sanctified by his Church, was there 
not “good ground” for believing that an irate Justice barred 
his blissful passage to the Elysian fields and sent him scourged 
to the domicile of darkness, there to abide “alone in the 
alone”? Society does not profit by a fervent belief in salvation, 
unless it is accompanied by moral standards in daily life. 
When acting Mayor Sharkey, speaking at the dedication of 
a parochial school in New York City, said that it was “a sad 
commentary that the word of God does not come into the 
schools we are building today,” he should have added that 
it was an equally sad commentary on the Catholic schools 
that so many of the city’s politicians left the word of God in 
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these schools when they graduated. “Faith without works is 
dead.” 7) 

In contrast to the stifling emanations of Father Gannon, 
and his cohort of un-American critics, how refreshing is the 
invigorating breeze of a remark by Mr. R. F. Larsen, chair¬ 
man of the National Citizens Commission for Public Schools, 
that the public schools “operate at the highest level when a 
truly representative group of laymen in each community 
works in close cooperation with school officials, studying all 
the workings of the system involved before making new 
plans.” The public school is thus locally controlled and ad¬ 
ministered. The educational ideal of the Catholic Church 
has a far from stimulating tradition, as revealed in a seem¬ 
ingly slight quotation from G. Brennan’s The Spanish Laby¬ 
rinth: “Until 1836 education (in Spain) had been entirely 
in the hands of higher clergy and the religious orders ... In 
the elementary schools, the children of the poor were de¬ 
liberately not taught to read but only to sew and to recite 
catechism.” In 1952 the Spanish Catholic bishops voiced 
their opposition to a reform of the high-school system, con¬ 
tending that the plan would restrict the rights of the clergy 
in education. Those who defend the plan say that present 
educational methods are obsolete and on the whole very 
deficient. Their spokesman said that pupils were taught to 
learn lessons by heart, and not to use their brains and analyze. 
The bishops reminded the government that the Church is 
independent of all earthly power in the fulfillment of its 
educational mission. Such a mentally stultifying reply was 
the only one they could make. Spanish schools still suffer from 
clerical restrictions. So, too, in Quebec which is the most 
illiterate province in Canada. In Catholic Portugal, sixty per 
cent of the people cannot read. It is the policy of the Catholic 
Church to keep them illiterate. S. W. Baron observes that 
“only where the Catholic school faced stiff secular competi- 

7) Mr. Frank Whelan, Assistant Superintendent of Schools in New York, 
also mentions the need to infuse in students the simple truth cherished by 
the man of faith. Neither Mr. Sharkey nor Mr. Whelan would object to 
Catholic teachers giving such instruction in their classes, but would their 
clergy allow a Protestant teacher a corresponding privilege? 
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tion, as in France and the United States, it often rose to con¬ 
siderable heights of educational achievement and popular 
effectiveness” ( Modern Nationalism, and Religion, p. 97). 
Yet the Jesuit magazine America (October 31, 1931) says: 
“This business of teaching every child to read and write re¬ 
sults in nothing more than mass illiteracy.” 81 So the Spanish 
ideal has crossed the ocean to contaminate, if possible, our 
ideal of education. 

At the Harvard forum on Public Aid to Parochial Educa¬ 
tion, Professor McCrossen, in criticizing the public school, 
offered an example of the pot calling the kettle black. He 
said: “The public school which year in and year out turns out 
thousands upon thousands of graduates . . . who have not 
learned disciplines, who have not learned to understand, who 
often cannot write and read and spell, who not only cannot 
think but even follow a thought, hasn’t any monopoly upon 
public support.” And what about the Spanish children who 
were taught only to sew and recite catechism? Does the cut- 
and-dried answer of the catechism stimulate the child’s mind 
so that it can think for itself? Should a child be asked to re¬ 
peat, day after day, the imperative of Exodus 20:4: “Thou 
shalt not make unto thee a graven image”? One may be 
strangely tempted to believe that the very success of the 
American public school, rather than its deficiencies, has an¬ 
tagonized the hierarchy and its satellite critics among laymen 
who win its mitered nod of approval by having nothing what¬ 
ever to commend in the school system. The writer spent 
twelve years in the public schools of Chicago and had many 
excellent teachers, but that was before Catholic political con¬ 
trol debased the schools of the city (see p. 172). How much of 
Catholic criticism of the American school is due to the un¬ 
qualified teachers appointed by Catholic-controlled political 
boards of education? 

What the Catholic clergy now wants in the public schools 
is indoctrination in Catholicism for their pupils, just as 
other denominations wish their children to be instructed in 


8) The government of Norway might consider this “progressive" ideal of 
the Jesuits before admitting them to the privilege of proselytizing. 
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their version of Christianity. As remarked by Nathanson in 
The Nation (November 17, 1951), no denomination wishes 
a critical study of the religious tenets but acceptance of sec¬ 
tarian doctrines. Such instruction has no place in the school 
program, and, even after class, is objectionable on school 
property. It is liable to stress religious antagonisms in a place 
where children of the most diverse religious backgrounds 
should meet and associate on the basis of cordiality and 
friendship. 91 Of course, the ultimate goal of Catholic strategy 
is the complete elimination from the public school of all 
religious influence except its own. Till then the public school 
is godless. 1 he conflict of the different creeds, fostered by 
their introduction into the curriculum of the public school, 
can best be obviated by the substitution of moral values 
acceptable to all creeds and inseparable from them. Nathan¬ 
son has said that “education in a democracy ought to be 
education for a democracy, and not for anything else,” and 
he might have added the words of Masaryk, “There is no 
democracy without education.” Especially fine is his para¬ 
graph: 


That religious denominations have had to keep their 
hands off the schools has not meant a lack of moral and 
spiritual values in education. On the contrary, now as in 
the past, American education has been as effective in help¬ 
ing children to an appreciation of these values as any sys¬ 
tem ever devised. But schools were never meant to do the 
job of homes and churches, and compensation for weak¬ 
nesses there should not be sought in the educational sys¬ 
tem. When it is, sectarian divisiveness displaces the sense 
of a unified community of interest and effort. 9 10 ) 

9) A Roman priest has been granted use of a room for religious instruction 
one afternoon a week in a public school at North Smithfield, R. I. in spite of 
vigorous protest. What is to hinder inspired Catholic children from inviting 
their fellows to listen in? 

10) An excellent article on Released Time for Religious Instruction is 
published in the magazine Awake for August 8, 1952. One will read with 
great profit the thoroughly American address entitled: "Religion and the 
Public Schools” by the Rev. A. Powell Davies of All Souls' Church in Wash¬ 
ington, D. C. Copies are available at the office of Protestants and Other 
Americans United, 1633 Massachusetts Ave., N.W., Washington, D. C. 
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Fortunately, not all Catholics condemn the public school. 
King (op. cit., p. 344) cites the opinion of the Catholic Citi¬ 
zen of Milwaukee, expressed more than fifty years ago, that 

. . were a vote to be taken, the millions of Catholics in the 
states would be found to be practically unanimous in favor of 
the public schools . . . The thinking class would be but too 
glad to get rid of it (the parochial school) if this could be 
done quietly and without public scandal . . . The parochial 
school is an antiquated institution.” 10a) A good many Catho¬ 
lics still think so, to judge from the fact that, though a paro¬ 
chial school is available, they prefer to send their children to 
public schools or non-Catholic private schools. These children 
thus escape the isolationist tendency of the parochial school 
during their most susceptible years. A remarkable incident, 
indicative of healthy opposition to the rigid dictation of the 
Church in education, is the recent controversy among Catho¬ 
lics of Pierz, Minnesota. A conflict of opinion as to whether 
a Catholic or a public high school should be built in the 
town, led one Catholic to take a straw vote among those of 
his own faith with the result that 329 voted against and only 
20 in favor of a Catholic high school. Although financial con¬ 
siderations alone inspired the straw ballot, the mere fact 
that the parishioners held a vote on their own initiative 
should give the clergy reason to reflect. It did. The Catholic 
who proposed and conducted the vote was promptly excom¬ 
municated, because he had usurped the authority of the 
bishop. 

Logically, one would expect that the entire 329 would re¬ 
ceive the ecclesiastical cold shoulder. Developments in public 
education in Minnesota are, however, fraught with danger. 
A number of towns have held elections to decide whether 
their public schools should remain public, or be transformed 
into parochial schools. Three towns, predominantly Catho¬ 
lic, voted in favor of parochial schools which involved sale 

10a) On the wish of Catholic parents of Cincinnati in 1869 to have their 
children return to the public schools, see Pfeffer, Church, State and Free¬ 
dom, p. 379. 
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of the publicly owned buildings to the Roman Catholic 
Church, as in Boston. It is reported that other towns will 
hold similar elections (P.O.A.U. Newsletter, September, 
1951). A necessary consequence of such high-handed pro¬ 
cedure is that Protestant families will be obliged to send 
their children to Catholic schools where they will receive 
Catholic religious instruction in one way or another, or to 
build new schools of their own. They are faced with a clear 
violation of their traditional rights. If this intrusion into the 
public-school system is sustained by the courts, the Church 
could and would speedily hold elections in other towns 
where a majority Catholic vote could be mustered. The 
public school would thus gradually become Catholic with 
Protestantism retreating to its own educational program, 
until its schools could be closed by Catholic action as in 
Spain. This violation of human right was not protested by 
Pope Pius XII when he asked (Church Eternal): “Can the 
Pope remain silent when the right to educate children is 
taken away from their parents?" He was referring to the com¬ 
munistic treatment of Catholic children. The recent con¬ 
cordat (1953) of the Vatican with Spain has a provision that 
children of non-Catholics shall be excused from Catholic re¬ 
ligious instruction, obligatory in all schools, when their par¬ 
ents or guardians request it. This does not exclude prose¬ 
lyting among such children. 

The Nation (December 15, 1951) called attention to a 
strange malady afflicting an educator in the State of Indiana. 
A young superintendent, reported to be both a Methodist 
and a Mason, had invited 19 Catholic priests to assist him 
in his search for textbooks for public schools in which lurk 
traces of communism or subversive influences. He justified 
the invitation on the ground that Catholics are considerably 
versed in the detection of such influences. What a great pity 
that this superintendent has not read various papal de¬ 
nunciations of democracy; has not seen the hierarchical 
pamphlet circulated in Mexico which says that “Protestants 
work as allies of communism”; and does not realize that his 
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priestly collaborators would be required by their fellow 
priests in Mexico to include Protestantism along with com¬ 
munism in their search for subversive textbooks. He should 
also be informed that a recent resolution by the Board of 
Education of New York City, sponsored by Cardinal Spell¬ 
man’s appointee, prohibits the use of school buildings and 
grounds by organizations which the Board, or its superin¬ 
tendent, believes to be “totalitarian. Fascist, Communist or 
subversive.” The prohibition is aimed at the Teachers’ 
Union. Across our southern border, the Catholic hierarchy, 
which considers Protestantism communistic and hence sub¬ 
versive, would be obliged—were they members of Timone’s 
Board—to deny all Protestant organizations the use of the 
public schools. All that the Catholic protagonists on the 
Board need to do now is to define Protestantism after the 
Mexican pattern. The inclusion in their resolution, however, 
of totalitarians and subversives permits the unintended in¬ 
clusion of Catholic organizations because their Church is 
both totalitarian and subversive of American democratic 
ideals. This young witch hunter in Indiana should read the 
editorial in The New York Times (October 14, 1953) en¬ 
titled “No textbooks on trial.” A New York State Commis¬ 
sion, which was appointed to investigate charges that the 
textbooks used in public schools contained subversive ma¬ 
terial, has not held a single meeting. No charges have been 
brought before it. 

The basic idea beneath the Jesuit campaign against the 
public schools is concisely this: These schools are godless in 
spite of their insistence upon essential virtues. American 
schools must be religious. By “religious school” is meant only 
the Catholic school. Protestantism is communistic. There¬ 
fore, the only American schools are the Catholic, and the only 
justifiable commencement for a public school is such as was 
held at San Francisco in June, 1951. Its character, as described 
by The Churchman (November 1, 1951), is hardly American: 
“The Civic Auditorium which seats 12,000 was filled to the 
doors. On a raised platform stood a throne and on the throne 
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sat a man clothed in resplendent red robes. A procession 
formed and for an hour more than a thousand young citizens 
of American democracy knelt one by one before the man on 
the throne and kissed his ring. When each arose he or she 
carried a diploma. The regal object of this worship was the 
Roman Catholic bishop of San Francisco. The occasion was 
the graduation of all the senior students of the Roman 
Catholic high schools of the city.” Sanitary precautions 
seemed unable to compete with mediaeval ostentatious, oscu- 
latory obeisance. There can be no democratic compromise 
with such a program. Its persistent intention of destroying 
our American public school which, in the words of Thayer, 
is admirably designed to educate young people “to live 
peacefully and comfortably in a world of plural cultures” u> 
gives E. W. Harris real justification for his thesis that all 
parochial schools of all sects should be closed. The riddance 
of an evil which involves wrong to other religious sects is 
justifiable, because the success of the Catholic program would 
mean the permanent suppression of all non-Catholic paro¬ 
chial schools. Some Catholic recalcitrants indicate a faint 
hope for a liberal state of mind. When the Bishop of Cleve¬ 
land ordered the 163 Catholic students of Baldwin-Wallace 
(Methodist) College to transfer to Catholic institutions, be¬ 
cause of a required course in the philosophy of religion, 103 
of the students did not comply. At Duquesne University in 
Pittsburgh, a nonsectarian course in the Bible has been a 
standard requirement of the students. Recently, a Catholic 
priest requested that the Catholic students be excused from 
the course unless he gave it. He was informed that such a re¬ 
quest would be denied, just as it would be if made by a 
clergyman of the Presbyterian or any other denomination. 
The priest thereupon said that Catholic students would be 
told not to apply for admission to the university. Let us hope 
that the Catholic students have shown the same independence 
as at Baldwin-Wallace. A report made by chaplains, attend¬ 
ing a convention of the Newman Club Federation at Minnea- 


11) The Attack upon the American Secular School, p. 35. 
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polis (1953), stated that two-thirds o£ all Roman Catholic 
students attending institutions of higher learning are en¬ 
rolled in non-Catholic schools, and that many of them are 
lapsing from their faith. The remedy suggested was to require 
all such students to register with the Newman Club of their 
institution. It is highly significant that the Newman conven¬ 
tion heard another report on the “unlimited” potentialities 
for convert work among non-Catholics on the campus of the 
secular college. The Aquinas Foundation at Princeton may 
be expected to serve such a purpose. 

It is not premature to cite the initial indications of a 
strategy which, if realized, would prove disastrous for liberal 
educational institutions in this country. Not long ago a noisy 
inquisitor, commenting on charges of communistic taint 
against a professor at Harvard, suggested that institutions 
harboring such teachers might lose their tax-exempt status. 
His suggestion has a startling kinship with action recently 
taken in California which requires “organizations and per¬ 
sons exempt from state or local tax to declare at least once a 
year that they do not advocate the overthrow of the govern¬ 
ment of the United States or the State of California by force 
or violence or other unlawful means.” 12) This has the appear¬ 
ance of being aimed at Communist organizations. If Cali¬ 
fornia were to succumb to fanatical control, what would 
prevent the reappearance of the charge of communism 
against Protestant churches and universities, and the conse¬ 
quent annulment of their tax-exempt status? They could then 
be taxed out of existence. What is done in one country might 
be attempted in ours. In Italy two Protestant churches have 
been taxed so outrageously (see p. 30) that they will be 
exterminated if the tax stands. One critic of the measure 
passed in California stressed the secrecy with which the 
action was taken, adding: “It appears that some person or 
group in the legislature was preparing a trap for the churches 
and similar organizations.” There appears to be no Catholic 
clerical opposition to the measure. 

12) See the searching comment of Martin Hall on this action. The Nation, 
March 6, 1954. 
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Catholic Conquest of Cities and Their Schools 


THE SIMULTANEOUS INVASION OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, PUBLIC 
institutions and municipal offices by Catholics was a direct 
consequence of the great migration to this country of more 
than 3,200,000 Irish people in the period lS-IO-lSOO. 1 * The 
sons of this great multitude have shown marvelous aptitude 
for becoming councilmen, bureau chiefs, mayors and police¬ 
men which prompted the remark, years ago, that “if there is 
ever to be an army to free Ireland there ought to be no 
trouble to raise it already uniformed in the cities of the 
United States” (Winston, Forum, 1894, p. 194). Commenting 
on this migration, Don C. Seitz in his book The James Gor¬ 
don Bennetts (1928) says (pp. 106-8): “Before 1840 the num¬ 
ber of Catholics in the country had been negligible. The 
building of railroads and expansion of industry stimulated 
migration. Poverty in Ireland pushed out enormous numbers 
of natives from that green isle. Their flocking produced a 
new situation in what had been a land of undisturbed 
Protestantism. Concentrating as they did in New York City, 
they developed that aggressiveness which has continued to 
be a characteristic of the race and the religion, under the 
lead of a militant prelate Archbishop Hughes . . . Both 
parties bid for the support of the newcomers. Seward, the 

1) In an excellent article in The Commonweal (June 24, 1953) Professor 
J. J. Kane says: “These immigrants were a rural people ... Yet they settled 
in eastern seaboard cities . . . Acute poverty made it impossible for them to 
go west in search of cheap land.” Further, their clergy opposed such migra¬ 
tion because they feared a loss of faith, owing to the scarcity of priests who 
could minister to a scattered flock. Kane’s article with its citation of unfair 
procedures against Catholics by Protestants in Philadelphia, a century ago, 
should be carefully read by all students of the Catholic problem. 
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leader of the Whigs, was governor of the state of New York 
for a second time when Archbishop Hughes demanded a 
share of the public revenues for the support of parochial 
schools. Seward recommended an allowance in his annual 
message to the legislature. To this the Herald, edited by the 
Roman Catholic James G. Bennett, took exception and 
turned against Hughes who had made a speech urging the 
Catholics of New York to form a political party.” Bennett 
castigated the archbishop in terms that today no New York 
paper would dare to use. Omitting these, one may quote only 
the following: “One of the first principles of American free¬ 
dom is to keep separate and distinct the institutions of 
Church and State. No element of liberty is more deeply im¬ 
bued in the American mind than this is. How then . . . could 
Bishop Hughes expect that if the Church of Rome had a 
favor to ask of a Protestant country, the best method to 
acquire it was to trample this holy principle under foot, and 
organize his Church into a political club . . . His mind must 
be blinded to all facts—to all truths—save the dogmas and 
drivelings of the Catholic Church in the last stage of decrepi¬ 
tude!” Bennett “went so far as to demand the separation of 
the Catholic Church in America from the rule of Rome.” 

In 1886, more than one-seventh of the population of New 
York City was of Irish extraction. The article in the Forum 
entitled, “The Irish Conquest of our Cities,” lists and dis¬ 
cusses those cities which succumbed to the invasion from New 
York to San Francisco where, today, the city hall is “Catholic 
from cellar to attic.” In its wake, in the last quarter of the 
nineteenth centrury, the Hibernian oligarchies came into 
power in the cities. la) Croker became the head of Tammany 

la) It is highly significant that when Cardinal Pacelli, later Pope Pius XII, 
came to this country in October, 1936, he made a fast trip to the Middle 
and Far West over the course taken years before by the great Irish Catholic 
migration. He visited Cincinnati, Chicago, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. 
It is a tempting theory that he instructed the clergy in these and other 
cities to support Roosevelt for the presidency of the United States. The 
candidate wanted the Catholic vote. A few days after Pacelli’s return to New 
York, where he lunched with Roosevelt, the latter was elected President. 
Had he bartered support for the Civil War in Spain, which broke out in 
July, 1936, for such Catholic vote as the clergy could control? 
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Hall. The New York Times, already in 1874, had occasion to 
refer to him as “this notorious ruffian,” an unenviable dis¬ 
tinction somewhat modified by a description of him as “an 
honored and trusted Roman Catholic, praised for his reli¬ 
gious character by the press of his Church and publicly 
assured that he was prayed for at the altars where he wor¬ 
shiped.” lb) 

Croker and his Catholic appointees completely controlled 
New York City. One noble Catholic priest, Father Ducey, 
fought against Tammany relentlessly, and in 1894 attended 
the meetings of the Lexow Investigation. His superior. Arch¬ 
bishop Corrigan, whose “tender susceptibilities were so 
wounded when he saw his friends on the rack that he could 
not endure the presence of one priest at the investigation,” 
wrote him a letter. The substance of this letter and the reply 
to it are fortunately in print. They are reproduced here, in 
part, as unquestionable evidence of Hibernian harmony in 
ecclesiastical and municipal administrations, regardless how 
immoral the latter may be. Clerical strategy came into play 
in Corrigan’s letter. It will be noted that the archbishop 
investigated a rumor that the priest attended the sessions as 
a representative of the Holy See, not by questioning him but 
rather the Vatican. This strategy was designed to remove the 
affair from the realm of the purely moral to that of clerical 
authorization. * 2 * 

The letter of the archbishop showed not the slightest con¬ 
cern for the moral issues involved: 


lb) This saintly rating of Croker is a fine example of atavism! He was a 
worthy successor of Tamanend or Tammany, the chief of the Delawares, 
whose virtues were recounted by the Indians. The Home Journal of June 
12, 1852, records the respect paid to his memory: "St. Tammany is, we believe, 
our only American Saint. He was chief of an Indian tribe . . . and excited so 
much respect by his virtues . . . that after his death he was canonized . . . 
All Christian countries have their saint ... In this country we have St. 
Tammany." (C. DeWolf Brownell, The Indian Races of North and South 
America [1854], pp. 351-352.) 

2) So the priest Feeney in Boston was excommunicated not because of his 
insistence upon Catholic doctrine that there is no salvation outside the 
Church, but because he disobeyed his bishop’s order not to insist upon it. 
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I have noticed with pain your repeated attendance at 
the sessions of the Lexow Investigating Committee . . . 
That you, a priest, should have attended such sittings 
daily, and seemed to glory in so doing, was most disedify- 
ing. It has been rumored that you attended the sessions of 
the Lexow Committee as a representative of the Holy See. 
The Cardinal Secretary of State has written me that there 
is no truth in this ... I would not have allowed any other 
priest of the diocese to exhibit such conduct ... I hereby 
give you canonical admonition to abstain in the future 
from going to the sessions of the Lexow Committee. 


The magnanimous reply of Father Ducey, an American of 
the finest type, is too long to be quoted here in full; but a 
few sentences will show the nobility of the man. 


I regret to have received this evidence of your Excel¬ 
lency’s want of appreciation of my persistent devotion and 
sacrifice in the interests of truth, morality and religion . . . 
I am not the only man who believes that the greatest op¬ 
portunity Heaven has thus far given to the Catholic 
Church for good has been sacrified in the city of New York. 
Had the Church, through churchmen, openly acted with 
courage in opposing the corruption and corrupters of this 
great city, the Catholic Church would have glory through¬ 
out the world. Now Dr. Parkhurst has won! Thank God, 
I am able to say that for more than twenty-five years I have, 
as a Catholic priest, protested without ceasing against the 
efforts of Tammany Hall and its leaders to prostitute the 
foreign-born citizen and the Catholic name ... If all the 
Churches and churchmen of every denomination had 
known their duty, and cried out against the conditions 
overturned on November 6, God’s will ■would have long 
since been done on the earth of New York City ... I deem 
it the duty of every good citizen to assist the Lexow Com¬ 
mittee and its counsel in the effort to purify the city by re¬ 
moving the cesspool of crime and corruption created and 
fostered by the corrupt managers of Tammany Hall ... I 
cannot see why I should be commanded to abstain in fu¬ 
ture from going to sessions of the Lexow Committee with¬ 
out permission in writing from your Excellency ... I know 
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full well that I in no way transcend my rights as a priest 
by my interest in the Lexow Investigation. 3) 

There is no record, apparently, of the archbishop’s re¬ 
action to this stunning reply from his subordinate in rank, 
but superior in ideals. He could only have gone down before 
the magnificent onslaught with dark halos about the eyes. 
The attempt of Archbishop Corrigan to keep Father Ducey 
from an investigation of politicians, who were a very present 
help to the Catholic Church, is a sorry comment upon some 
of the lofty ideals enunciated by it. Thus, Leo XIII pro¬ 
claimed that his Church—the pinnacle of morality—trained 
citizens to be upright and honorable. But Corrigan would 
have nothing to do with an investigation which revealed that 
some of the faithful of his Church were neither upright nor 
honorable. The same Pope declared that when the hope of 
immortality is gone, or ceases to be maintained in civil life, 
then democracy becomes corrupt and may decline into 
totalitarianism. Croker was in good standing in the Church 
and evidently maintained the hope to be immortal, but no 
one could say that he kept corruption out of New York. Boss 
Hague in New Jersey who said, “I am the law,” was a 
totalitarian, yet a good Catholic at the same time. And 
would one deny in the case of Catholic-controlled cities, such 
as Boston, Chicago and New York, that “God and the Lord 
Christ have been removed from the conduct of public affairs,” 
to quote the dictum of Pius XI? The question should have 
been put to Archbishop Corrigan: “Would you prefer an 
honest and upright atheist or agnostic to a corrupt Catholic 
in the administration of New York City?” 

Leagues for civil betterment would probably reply to such 
a question that a grafting politician, periodically purified 
with hyssop, is worth more to his church than he is to society. 
Decidedly germane at this point is the citation of Father F. J. 
Connell’s affirmation that “logical and unchangeable norms 
of right and wrong are found only in the Catholic Church,” 

3) For full text of the letter see J. M. King, Facing the Twentieth Century, 
pp. 433-455. 
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and that “it is only from the bishops and priests (Archbishop 
Corrigan?) of the Catholic Church that our public servants 
can expect clear and consistent guidance and admonition re¬ 
garding their official duties . . . Today the Catholic Church 
is the only institution in our land that is able to influence 
the lives of men toward virtue to any notable extent.” 4) This 
simply is not true. A corollary to this is the statement of the 
Jesuit James Keller: “You have the obligation both to God 
and country to see that only devoted citizens staff your govern¬ 
ment.” The Church and State Newsletter replied that, if this 
obligation should be fulfilled, many a Roman Catholic official 
of our government would be eliminated for promoting papal 
policies opposed to American democratic institutions. 

The tale of Tammany iniquity, as revealed by the Seabury 
Investigation, did not call forth such denunciation as that by 
Father Ducey. McCabe, who cites the article entitled, “The 
Tammany Take,” in Collier’s Weekly (February 11, 1933), 
says: “Thirty-four of the thirty-six captains of Tammany (on 
the board of which Cardinal Hayes is represented by a priest) 
go to church every Sunday, and their chaplain knows that the 
institution has its being in prostitution.” The article in Col¬ 
lier’s Weekly (February 18) records the findings of the Sea¬ 
bury Investigation. One T. M. Farley in six years deposited 
$360,000 when his total salary for that period was $90,000. 
An A. M. McQuade deposited $500,000 in six years explain¬ 
ing that $420,000 of the sum was borrowed to support 35 
McQuades! A revealing item concerns school sites: “When 
the city decides to acquire a school site . . . the tip is passed 
out to the right people who buy the property and straight¬ 
way have its assessed value jacked up 500, 1,000 or 4,000 per 
cent.” Tammany, famous for corruption, has been practi¬ 
cally a Catholic institution. Since these politicians were, for 
the most part, regular attendants at mass, one might inquire 
what good the city of New York derived from their piety, 

4) The American Ecclesiastical Review, January, 1945, quoted by Montano 
in the Converted Catholic Magazine, March, 1952. 
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and of what intrinsic value to them (in view of their chronic 
aberrations) was the te absolvo. They knew that they could 
keep their ill-gotten gains and still avoid Cocytus, underworld 
river of lamentation. An honest pagan might understandably 
sneer at their shameless sham, demanding that they choose 
between the Church and corruption lest they corrupt the 
Church in the public esteem. 

Now again, as never before, the public is stirred by 
charges against Tammanyites who belong to the Church on 
Sundays, and hope to join the fellowship of saints and mar¬ 
tyrs. Is one to assume that corrupt Catholics in the public 
service are the products of our public “system of education 
which teaches that there is no such thing as right and wrong,” 
to use the words of Msgr. (now Bishop) Sheen in his “Catho¬ 
lic Hour” broadcasted on June 18, 1942? 

The Knights of Columbus affirm: 5) “We need the Church 
(their Church) to inspire in us high and holy aspirations 
without which civil government is incapable of good.” The 
Catholic politicians, who control New York and Boston and 
do quite well for themselves, show that the Church does not 
always inspire lofty aspirations. One might cite the Catholic 
politician in a neighboring state who, when clients re¬ 
quested favors in his office, pulled out the drawer of his desk 
before leaving the room with the expectation, apparently, 
that these clients would mistake the drawer for a deposit 
box. Verily, “there is,” as the Knights say, “no form of gov¬ 
ernment more in need of (wholesome) Church influence 
than the democratic!” Unfortunately, the relative scarcity of 
Catholics like A1 Smith, 5a) Frank Murphy and Andrew Ja¬ 
cobs in political life has disqualified the Catholic Church as 
an instrument of political nobility in our country. 

Notvhere has the Irish conquest of our cities been more 
complete than in Boston, which consequently offers a very 
striking example of Catholic infiltration into the public 
school. There, the Protestant teacher seems doomed to ex- 


5) Is the Catholic Church a Menace to Democracy? p. 25. 

5a) On Alfred E. Smith, cf. Reid, The Shame of New York , p. 155. 
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tinction. Report has it that only a couple of Protestant super¬ 
intendents remain and that good Protestant teachers are 
finding it difficult to do their work well. For some time, in 
Boston, only Catholics are said to have been appointed to 
any position in a school, as a result of Catholic control of the 
Board of Education. 6 * Springfield, in the same state, offers 
another such example of execrable educational policy. A few 
years ago, the superintendent of the Springfield public 
schools, an outstanding educator of the Protestant faith, had 
his life made so miserable by the school committee which 
was largely Catholic that he resigned. This so aroused the 
Protestants of the towm that they replaced some of the com¬ 
mittee with members of their own faith. However, before 
these could take office, the committee appointed a Catholic 
superintendent. Since any such appointee must be susceptible 
to priestly pressure, he cannot maintain the wholesome 
traditional spirit of liberal education. A third illustration of 
Catholic infiltration into the public school, in the same 
state, is reported by a Bostonian who is accurately informed. 
This school, which is near a Catholic church, has several 
hundred students, most of whom are Catholic. Over eighty 
per cent of the teachers are Catholics. The principals, in re¬ 
cent years, have all been Catholics. All meetings of the school 
board of the town are attended by the priest of the church 
located near the school. When a new principal is to be ap¬ 
pointed, the priest arranges to have placed in nomination 
first, the candidate he prefers. 

This strategy is reminiscent of that employed in nomina¬ 
tions to the school board of New York City (see p. 175). Since 
the vote on the election of the new principal for the school 
in question is “fixed” in advance of the meeting, the priest’s 
candidate is immediately chosen. A new feature of Catholic 
strategy is that an assistant priest is always present in the 

6) With the situation in Boston, compare that in Brussels, Belgium, where 
teachers recently demonstrated against alleged favoritism on the part of the 
government to Roman Catholics in filling vacant teaching positions. 
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office of the school “to observe and listen.” 7) If he has a right 
to be there, then representatives of all other religious de¬ 
nominations have the same right, and the resultant con¬ 
gestion would leave no place for the principal! The priest 
has been known to countermand a request from a teacher to 
a student! A few times each year a priest, accompanied by 
the principal, visits every class to bless the children and offer 
prayer. If this is Catholic privilege, it is also that of ministers 
of Protestant churches in the opinion of those who are 
Americans. There is legally no preferential religious privilege 
in the public school. At graduation exercises, the Catholic 
priest and no other minister is invited to sit on the platform. 
On the bulletin board, in the main corridor of the school, 
the hours for mass are posted. Catholic notices are read every 
day in all classrooms, such as the schedule for blessing 
throats. 73 ’ The hours for confession are announced every Fri¬ 
day. The meetings of the Catholic Boy Scouts are also an¬ 
nounced to the classes. The extent to which the authority of 
the Catholic Church is exercised in this school is shown by an 
incident of recent date. Several teachers of its faculty are 
accustomed to have a social hour on the last day before the 
Christmas recess, but were notified that a memorial mass for 
deceased teachers would be held at that time. Irrespective of 
religious creed, the faculty was required to attend in a body. 
They were all asked to contribute a small sum for the mass, 
and an additional amount for the notice of the mass to be 
published in a public newspaper. Several of the Protestant 
teachers had contributed to many previous masses of the 
same sort. The notice in the newspapers gave the names of 

7) This arrogant intrusion has an old precedent in the presumption of the 
director of the Bureau of Catholic Indian Missions at Washington who 
seated himself at the desk of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and acted 
as if he were the Commissioner (see p. 136). 

7a) This blessing commemorates St. Blaise on whose day (February 3) it 
is customary to bless the throats of the people. A priest holds a pair of 
crossed lighted candles beneath the chin as he blesses them. St. Blaise is sup¬ 
posed to have cured diseased throats. Just why students in a public school 
should be subjected to this mediaeval superstition is not clear. At their age, 
unless they are smoking too many cigarettes, their throats should not need 
repair. 
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the deceased teachers of whom some were Protestants! Their 
families were notified of the service, but did not attend. All 
classes of tire school above the fourth grade and up to the 
tenth were marched to the church. One would judge that 
this public school had become parochial. The incident has 
a distinctly un-American character. Attendance of faculty 
and students should have been voluntary, and contributions 
for the mass, if such payment were necessary, should have 
been voluntary. In a Catholic-controlled public school, how¬ 
ever, it would be indiscreet for an American teacher to 
refuse to comply with such requests. 1 he school board. 
Catholic-controlled, might see fit to delay advances in rank 
and pay, and even suggest to such an independent spirit that 
his or her services were no longer wanted. A mass for 
Protestants in a Catholic church raises the theological ques¬ 
tion whether it is as valid for them as for those of Catholic 
faith. The families of the deceased Protestant members did 
not request the rite and, apparently, the deceased themselves 

had not made provision for it. 

This program of Catholic intrusion into the public school 
may be expected to increase as the years pass, and the day 
may soon be here when the very few Protestant teachers in 
a Catholicized public school will be replaced by those of 
“the only true faith.” In the light of this Catholic program, 
American Catholics will admit that, in public schools where 
the great majority of students are Protestants, their ministers 
may sit in the office of the principal, confer blessings upon 
the throats of the Catholic students, require them to listen 
to church announcements and to prayer. What is the privi¬ 
lege of one sect in a public school is also the privilege of 
every sect. To put this program into effect ubiquitously 
would destroy our public schools as it is destroying the 
school in question. The only solution is to make the public 
school completely nonsectarian. 

There is evidence, unfortunately, that Protestant com¬ 
munities in the United States have been guilty of barring 
Catholic teachers from public schools, simply and solely be- 








164 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


cause of their religion (c/. H. K. Beale, Are American Teach- 
ers Free? pp. 509, 511-512). It is no extenuation of this wrong 
to say that Catholic-controlled New York City was guilty of 
religious discrimination sixty years ago. Since then. Catholic 
teachers have made enormous inroads into the faculties of 
public schools under the aegis of the Catholic politician. The 
reasons for the injustice are not the same in both cases. The 
offending Protestants were not committed to a program of 
extermination of Catholic cult, but the Catholic incursion 
into public education is part of a deliberate clerical design to 
convert the United States to Catholicism. The Church would, 
if it could, make the teaching of its religion obligatory in all 
public schools of our country to the complete exclusion of 
dissident belief, just as it has done in Argentina with the help 
of the dictator Peron, and as it is now seeking to do in Chile. 
There, in spite of constitutional guarantees of the separation 
of church and state, the Church introduced a bill requiring 
Catholic instruction in all schools under state control—a bill 
which justly provoked the opposition of 300,000 Chileans. 
The Christian Science Monitor announces the disturbing 
news that, during the last ten years, nearly forty public 
school buildings have been sold to the Roman Catholic 
archdiocese and to veterans’ posts in Boston at private sale. 
It would be interesting to know whether, as a result of this 
transfer to the flag of the Vatican State, Protestant children 
found themselves in “foreign” schools. For that is what has 
happened at Lima, Wisconsin. 

The amazing story is told in The Church and State Letter 
of the P.O.A.U. (April, 1951): “Tired of seeing the public 
schools for which they pay taxes swallowed up by Roman 
Catholic parochial schools, many Wisconsin parents are de¬ 
termined to seek aid in the courts. At Lima, Henry Skogstad, 
a farm laborer, has been requested to pay an estimated $200 
a year in transportation and tuition charges for each of three 
children. He is sending them to the public school at Durand 
rather than to the Sacred Heart “public” school in Lima. The 
latter is, of course, a parochial school with which available 
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public schools—five of them—have been gradually combined 
under the misleading designation of “Lima Consolidated 
State Graded School.” A picture of the school is published 
in Newsletter (October, 1951). The building is owned by the 
Catholic Church, and has a teaching staff of five garbed nuns 
and three lay teachers. Skogstad and other non-Catholic 
parents tried to continue sending their children to the nearby 
Averill public school after the “consolidation,” but local 
authorities locked them out. Then, to make the injustice 
even worse, school officials ruled that those parents who pre¬ 
ferred to send their children to the Durand public school, six 
miles away, would have to pay transportation and tuition 
costs! In spite of protests from the parents, the superintend¬ 
ent of state schools, apparently fearful of Catholic retalia¬ 
tion, declined to take any forthright position; nor did he 
act on an appeal filed subsequently to combine the Averill 
district with Durand schools. Meanwhile, the Averill-Lima 
consolidation was put through by referendum, with Protes¬ 
tants abstaining from the vote. William C. Fox, chairman of 
the dissolved Averill school district, filed suit to invalidate 
the merger. Superintendent Watson, named as defendant, 
conceded that there are about five other “public” schools in 
Wisconsin with nuns as teachers. It is obvious that he did not 
have in mind the fact that every state admitted into the 
Union since 1876 has been obliged by Congress to write into 
its constitution a requirement that it maintain a school sys¬ 
tem free from sectarian control. 81 In 1953, a conference of 
Roman Catholic bishops in Wisconsin sought to have the 
word “public” dropped from all mention of schools in the 
educational laws of the state. This strategy would have facili¬ 
tated their ceaseless hostility to American schools by remov¬ 
ing the clear differentiation in name between public and 
parochial schools, thus making less conspicuous any help 
received from the state. The attempt failed. To improve 
matters, Superintendent of Schools G. E. Watson ruled that 
sectarian schools in fourteen communities were ineligible for 


8) Cf. Agnes Meyer in The Atlantic Monthly, November, 1948. 
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support from state taxes. 8a> Such illegal policy of encroach¬ 
ment is not the child of local priests, but was conceived by 
central ecclesiastical authority in this country with a pious 
nod of approbation from Rome. This authority, being in its 
own opinion divinely instituted, may ignore with impunity 
any law of the state. Let Americans hope that this reprehen¬ 
sible strategy will incense democratic opinion, both within 
and without the Catholic fold, and ultimately defeat a pro¬ 
gram which intends to destroy the finest achievement of this 
free country. 

A flagrant case of penetration into the public school is 
provided by the town of Dixon, New Mexico. A concise 
statement of it has been published by the Rev. Clifford 
Earle. * * 9) The Catholic Church, through a “packed” school 
board, assumed control of public education. All the students 
were transferred to the parochial school. At one time, the 
teachers there included some immigrant garbed nuns from 
Germany who could speak very little English. They were put 
on the county payroll. The county also paid other expenses 
of the school. Catholic religious teaching was an important 
feature of instruction and was forced upon the Protestant 
pupils. The Catholic prayer of devotion was recited four 
times a day. Students were urged to go to confession. It seems 
that those who memorized the catechism were favored. Fair- 
minded people of the village, Catholic as well as Protestant, 
sought to have the public school moved off the premises. 
They were informed that the public schools were no longer 
in condition to be used. Vandalism and weather had taken 
care of that. So a fine school building of five rooms was built 
by subscription and presented to the village. But when it 
was to be opened, the “packed” school board planned, with a 
fine Christian sense of fair play (!), to install a nun as prin¬ 
cipal in addition to three nuns on the teaching staff. The 

8a) For an excellent statement of the case, see E. A. Dana in The Church¬ 

man, September, 1953. 

9) Reprints may be had from the Presbyterian Board of Christian Educa¬ 
tion, 830 Witherspoon Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 
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subscribers thereupon protested to the Board of Education 
of the State at Santa Fe, but only one of their number was 
admitted to its closed meeting and the effort proved dis¬ 
appointing. It was then discovered that this had happened in 
about 28 other communities in the state where 145 nuns, 
brothers and priests were paid from state funds §450,000 
annually, of which most directly went to the Church. 10 * 
Consequently, court action was begun in March, 1948. The 
plea of the plaintiffs was that all members of Catholic orders 
permanently be barred from teaching in the public schools 
of New Mexico, and that no school receiving state money 
should be located on Church property. While the judge was 
pondering his decision, former Solicitor General of the 
United States Charles Faliy came from Washington to op¬ 
pose the sweeping debarment of Catholic orders from teach¬ 
ing in public schools. One may guess that he undertook this 
mission after conference with Catholic authority at the 
Capitol. 

The decision of the court (March 12, 1948) banned the 
145 members of the Catholic orders from again teaching in 
public schools of the state; removed such schools from Catho¬ 
lic buildings; ended the donation at public expense of free 
textbooks to parochial schools ; barred teaching sectarian 
doctrine in the public schools, and ended the payment out 
of tax money of salaries to teachers in parochial schools. The 
intent of this decision was perfectly clear, but the Attorney 
General of New Mexico (who may have some sympathy for 
Greek sophistry) Tuled that the decision did not prevent 
other members of the same Catholic orders from taking the 
places of those debarred, and that the denial of free textbooks 
to parochial schools did not include such gifts to the pupils 

10) It is reported from Missouri that, during the school year 1951-52, nearly 
one million dollars of public funds were expended in 18 counties for the 
support of parochial-"public” schools. Of this sum $140,956 was paid to 
ninety-four nuns, but these schools have been deprived of the tax money by 
court action. Of course, an appeal has been taken by the Catholic Church 
(Church and State, September, 1952). Such payments are, in effect, incon¬ 
spicuous substitutes for federal grants, and much more easily manipulated. 










168 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


themselves. Consequently, the Dixon school board appointed 
four nuns from outside the state to replace those who had 
been named in the suit. The Attorney General thus proved 
to the plaintiffs that they must speak by the card or equivo¬ 
cation would undo them. Unwilling to accept defeat of their 
American principles they took the case to the Supreme Court 
of New Mexico. A battery of three attorneys from Washing¬ 
ton, headed by a former United States Senator from Con¬ 
necticut, which has a heavy Catholic vote, argued that no 
further action was necessary to free the public schools of the 
state from Catholic influence. The court was also told that 
to bar all nuns from teaching in the public schools would 
be tantamount to condemnation to Alcatraz, and that to 
deny them the right to wear their distinctive dress would be 
to discriminate in favor of other religious instructors. In the 
light of such reasoning, one begins to wonder whether there 
are any qualifications for election to the Senate of the United 
States from Connecticut. 103 ' The Supreme Court of the state 
of New Mexico decided against teaching by the Catholic or¬ 
ders in public schools. The parochial schools in New Mexico 
no longer serve as public schools and all teachers are forbid¬ 
den to propagate religious doctrine (The Churchman, Febru¬ 
ary 1, 1952). But this does not mean surrender by the Church. 

It is a satisfaction to know that the truly American and 
powerful organization Protestants and Other Americans 
United stood ready to help the people of Dixon in their 
determination to have and to hold a public school. As one 
reviews this hopelessly undemocratic assault upon funda¬ 
mental American rights one may marvel at the restraint of 
its victims. It is a tribute to their self-control that there were 
no casualties which required hospitalization, among the 
offenders. And how can Mr. O’Neill (Harvard Forum, p. 38) 
say that every member of the Catholic hierarchy in the 

I0a) How true is the statement of a prominent attorney: “I know whereof 
I speak when I say there are too many cheap politicians in the United Slates 
Senate, too many cheap politicians in the House, too many cheap politicians 
in state legislatures, and especially in local communities.” 
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United States is opposed to any favored position for any one 
religion? The vicissitudes of the Dixon school illustrate both 
the roughshod Catholic encroachment upon public educa¬ 
tion with intent to destroy it, and the shallowness of Catholic 
legal defense. The stinging criticism of the Catholic strategists 
is that they take full advantage of traditional freedom in this 
country to destroy it. They are “hitchhikers” who, “thumb¬ 
ing” for a ride, have been picked up by a devotee of our 
essential freedoms only to reward their benefactor with a 
blunt order to get out so that they may take over. The Dixon 
case recalls the fact that, in New Mexico over fifty years ago, 
a constitution providing for popular education was defeated 
by the Catholic vote; as a result, the state was denied admis¬ 
sion to the Union which came only in 1912. The Church had 
also defeated a provision calling for instruction in the Eng¬ 
lish language. Un-American tradition takes a long time to 
die in New Mexico. 10b) The attempt at “forcible feeding” at 
Dixon has its counterpart in Belgium where all children, 
according to the Church, should be given Catholic instruction 
whether their parents wish it or not. Lyman Beecher’s ques¬ 
tion, “Must Catholics have all the liberties, their own and 
ours too?” has as corollary the question: “Must Catholics 
have all the children, their own and ours too?” 

The Dixon crusade should pass on its torch of American 
democracy to Marion County in Kentucky where, at St. 
Charles, there is a new, finely equipped high school which 
accommodates about two hundred pupils. The school, al¬ 
though under the jurisdiction of the County Board of Edu¬ 
cation, has some fifteen nuns on its faculty. Another high 
school, about six miles distant, is rented from the Roman 
Catholic Church and has nine teachers, all nuns. These two 
schools are in the western part of the county where the 
population is largely Catholic. At the other end of the 
county, where Protestants predominate, is a high school 
which is obviously suffering from the Catholic affiliations of 

10b) On the Dixon case, and the equally important one at North College 
Hill, see Leo Pfeifer, Church, State and Freedom (1953), pp. 450-61. 
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the County Board of Education. That board, which confers 
abundant blessings upon the school at St. Charles, has be¬ 
stowed nothing but embarrassment upon the Protestant 
school. The details of this deliberate policy of curtailment 
are too many to be listed here, but can be found in the 
monthly Church and State (VI, no. 2). To what extent the 
non-Catholic students are indoctrinated with the “only true 
creed’’ is not stated, nor is it said whether the leading Roman 
Catholic high-school textbook is in use which, with the sanc¬ 
tion of Cardinal Spellman, informs the student that non- 
Catholic cults are “false” and “counterfeit” religions. In the 
state of Kentucky, there are twenty-four public schools con¬ 
trolled by the Roman Catholic Church, of which twenty are 
elementary and four are high schools. These are mostly in 
predominantly Catholic counties. Several similar schools -are 
operated by Protestants (Church and State, May, 1953). The 
question becomes increasingly insistent: “What is to become 
of the traditional nonsectarian public school?” 

Another interesting state is North Dakota which, in 1945, 
had seventy-five nuns teaching in the public schools. The 
state, unable to remove them, passed a law that all its teach¬ 
ers must wear civilian dress. The Catholic bishop, rather 
than withdraw a foot from a partly opened school portal, per¬ 
mitted the prescribed attire. When objection was raised to 
the nuns as teachers, a priest replied that their number was 
insignificant; he was not frank to add that for his Church 
this was merely a beginning. His soporific remark was in¬ 
tended, of course, to minimize the importance of the infil- 
tration*Further illustration of the Catholic program to sabo¬ 
tage the public school is known as the College Hill case. The 
essentials of this conspiracy are told by Lehmann in his re¬ 
vealing pamphlet. 11 111 Catholics gained control of the school 
board in North College Hill, a suburb of Cincinnati, and 
immediately incorporated a parochial school into the public 
school system. Thus, complete financial support from the 

11) The Catholic Church and the Public Schools (Agora Press, New York). 

See also Church and State, September, 1953. 
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state was obtained. The nuns remained as teachers and were 
put on die public payroll. The rent lor the building was paid 
to the Catholic parish. It continued to be a Catholic school 
and Catholic religious instruction was given there. At the 
end of two years, the Catholic Board was voted out but, re¬ 
gaining its control four years later, restored its program for 
the school in question. When it notified the Protestant super¬ 
intendent of the school district that he would not be reap¬ 
pointed (essentially the same performance as at Springfield, 
Mass.) so many of the students (730) went on strike and so 
many of the teachers (29 out of 33) resigned, that this up¬ 
heaval, together with a black-listing of the school system by 
the National Education Association, forced the resignation 
of the five un-American Catholic members of the Board who 
had deliberately violated our traditional separation of Church 
and State. The significance of this affair was concisely summed 
up by the American Presbyterian Council of Cincinnati: 
“The Roman Catholic program to invade the public-school 
system in North College Hill must be understood as a local 
spearhead of a nationwide movement to gain control and to 
rule, for their own advantage, die free public schools of 
America.” In sharp contrast to those Catholic school boards 
which, under priestly guidance, seek to destroy our tradi¬ 
tional school is Mr. James Rooney, a Catholic of Warwick, 
R. I. In a letter to The Churchman (November 1, 1951), he 
says that public schools are for the purpose of educating all, 
regardless of religious persuasion or affiliation. “They are 
used to teach American ideals of freedom and democracy, not 
to indoctrinate the idea of the supremacy of the Pope and 
die Roman Catholic Church over other Churches. I attended 
the public schools, the ‘godless institutions and breeding 
places of crime and delinquency,’ and have no propensity 
toward crime—nor was my Catholic faith impaired by my 
Protestant teachers.” (C/. above, p. 138.) 

The inevitable result of the Catholic “public school” is a 
deliberate effort to convert children of other faiths to Cathol¬ 
icism. A recent case is reported from Johnsburg, Illinois, 
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where a Lutheran mother has gone into court to protect her 
two children from such proselytism. The principal and 
teachers of this school are all members of Catholic religious 
orders. When the public elementary school in the town 
burned some years ago, the pupils were transferred to a small 
parochial school. Soon afterwards, it was converted into a 
public school to the extent that all its expenses were paid 
out of public funds. In 1950, a new building was erected at 
a cost of $212,000 of the public’s money, but the principal 
and the nuns continued to serve it. The new gymnasium 
could not be used because the nuns, even if athletically in¬ 
clined, were unable to use its facilities since their religious 
garb prevented free movement. Roman Catholic exercises 
have been conducted in the school; parochial books have 
been used and prizes awarded for essays on Catholic subjects. 

Representative Tanner of Kansas reported that, in nine¬ 
teen counties of that state, 108 nuns and priests were teach¬ 
ing in public schools in 1947. 12 * Most of those schools had 
been parochial and were “simply voted into the public-school 
system.” In one of the schools rosary beads were found in 
the desks and the catechism taught. 13 * Nuns are wholly in¬ 
eligible as teachers in the public schools, because of their 
vows of obedience to the authorities of their Church. They 
therefore introduce into the public school the authority 
which is ultimately that of the Vatican. In recent years, the 
schools of Chicago had so deteriorated that the North 
Central Association of Colleges and Universities would not 
accredit the graduates of its high schools for admission to 

12) Lehmann, op. cit., p. 7. 

13) For a good general idea of the persistent attempts of the Catholic 
Church to invade the public school, one must consult Lehmann's important 
survey. Every paragraph of this pamphlet illumines the uniform program of 
clerical sabotage of our traditional public school. An excellent symposium 
on the subject is published in Congress Weekly, March 3, 1952. It is refresh¬ 
ing to learn that either school boards or courts in Colorado, Minnesota, Wis¬ 
consin, Michigan and Missouri have ruled in accord with the American 
principle of separation of Church and State by stopping payments of public 
funds to Catholic schools. Thus, in Missouri, such payments to twenty-five 
schools in eighteen counties and to fourteen in Wisconsin were declared un¬ 
constitutional. 
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member colleges unless drastic reforms were instituted. Dur¬ 
ing the boss rule of Chicago of the late Mayor Kelly, a 
Catholic, the school system became so tainted with corruption 
that the city revolted, and Kelly was “persuaded” to retire 
from office. This shocking condition was attributed to the 
“disproportionate number of Roman Catholic teachers and 
administrators” without the proper qualifications. Such de¬ 
terioration is the constant concomitant of Catholic control of 
cities and their Boards of Education. Since seventy-five per 
cent of the teachers in the public schools of Chicago are 
Roman Catholics, they must take three-fourths of the blame 
for the charge by Father Gannon that the public schools there 
(as well as elsewhere) are “breeders of unbalanced criminals.” 
The Converted Catholic Magazine for March, 1951, cites a 
public school in Michigan in which Roman Catholic cate¬ 
chism and prayers were taught during school hours, al¬ 
though Roman Catholic images and sacramentals had been 
ordered removed from the same school a few years before. 
The school commissioner, who barred these, again went into 
action and excluded the catechism and the prayers. You may 
shoo off the black friars, but they simply wait a while and 
then settle down again on their victim. 

The same assault is reported from Belgium, where the 
former Minister of Education, in an interview with Mr. Paul 
Blanshard, said: “Catholic leaders have been the saboteurs 
of the public school since 1831. We are in favor of an agree¬ 
ment for genuine equality of support for public and private 
education but the bishops want a Catholic monopoly in the 
control of the schools. They did not act this way in the begin¬ 
ning. They were moderate then. A Catholic is a gentleman 
when he is in the minority. Let America take warning. You 
must not be foolish as we have been. Every father and mother 
should have a fair choice in matters of education, and the 
Catholic hierarchy is attempting to defeat that fair choice.” 
One should compare with this demand for exclusive Catholic 
control of public education in Belgium the statement made 
before the Harvard Forum (p. 50): “By the widest stretch of 
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the imagination the maximum support that the Catholic 
people would ever ask for their schools—and many, many 
would not ask that—is a distributive justice in terms of the 
support of that part of their educational system which is not 
directly religious.” It is not what the Catholic people want in 
education, but what the hierarchy wants. Their policy and 
strategy is to get a foot in the partly open door of the public 
school and then ultimately force that door wide open. This 
educational program of the Church, the pattern of its attack 
upon the public school, is everywhere the same because it 
emanates from the Vatican via Washington. The public 
school is an enemy and Catholic agencies may employ any 
strategy against it. 

The long-range programs of the Roman Church require 
patience and it has that quality. The intrusion of the nun 
into the public school has increased in recent years. The one 
hundred reported to be serving in the public schools of 
Missouri are simply the scouts of an army to come, if 
America does not go out to meet it and turn it back. The 
New York Times (January 13, 1930) said that if other 
Churches were to make the claim of the Roman that they had 
a monopoly on the education of children, the basis of our 
democracy would be seriously affected. The statement would 
come nearer the truth if revised to read that our democracy 
would be destroyed should the educational ideals of the 
Roman Catholic Church prevail. In a public school, where 
all shades of religious belief are represented, one may respect 
all by advocating none. The Church and home are the proper 
agencies for sectarian instruction. 

A striking illustration of the threat to democracy is con¬ 
cretely presented by the sad state of the public school in New 
York City. The story is told in detail by David Alison in his 
recent book, Searchlight: An Expose of New York City 
Schools. The author is fully aware of the distressing condi¬ 
tion, both physical and spiritual, of public education in the 
great metropolis. One tragedy of sinister importance rises 
above the many, and merits the bitter denunciation of all 
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who have in their souls a vestige of fair play- This is the 
Board of Education’s treatment of the Teachers’ Union. In 
1946, the Catholic mayor of New York received from Car¬ 
dinal Spellman a list of eight nominees for a vacancy in the 
Board and selected from it a Mr. Timone. It is reasonable 
to believe that the mayor, in accepting this list, agreed to the 
candidate preferred by the cardinal. The latter, of course, 
had no right whatever to intervene. It would have been truly 
democratic if the mayor had named a candidate proposed by 
the organized parents of the school children who have no 
representative on the Board. As the sequence of events 
showed, the appointment illustrated the truth of the open 
secret that the Catholic mayor gave greater consideration to 
the religious affiliations of a prospective member of the Board 
of Education than to his qualifications. The mayor’s ap¬ 
pointee in this case was, according to Searchlight, a sponsor 
of a mass meeting in 1930 which acclaimed Hitler, Musso¬ 
lini and Father Coughlin “as the enemies of Communism.” 
This was, apparently, a meeting to which the Church did not 
object since the Vatican had thrown in its lot with those two 
dictators. Inasmuch as the cardinal must accept the papal 
doctrine that the education of the young is an exclusive 
function of the Church, it was a foregone conclusion that 
Mr. Timone would share the cardinal’s hostility to the so- 
called godless public school. It was therefore not surprising 
that, in April, 1950, he introduced a resolution at a meeting 
of the Board of Education to “ban” the Teachers’ Union. 
The preceding month, this action had been demanded by a 
Mr. Shevlin, presumably Catholic, who headed a group 
called “Joint Committee against Communism in the Public 
Schools.” The accusation of communism in the public 
school, and the ancillary charges that the school is godless 
and un-American, throw a revealing light upon the warning, 
issued by the Catholic Bishop of Cincinnati, that the public 
school’s monopoly of education is a dangerous malady which 
ultimately may become the educational system of a slave 
state. Here the spectre of communism is invoked. What the 
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bishop really wants is that the state monopoly of education 
yield place to a Catholic monopoly on the ground that the 
Church alone is appointed to “teach all the nations.” He 
would substitute the educational system of a master Church 
for that of a master state. Just as in Russia the school is con¬ 
trolled by a rigidly dictatorial state, in this country it would 
be controlled by a rigidly dictatorial Church. 

According to Searchlight, Mr. Timone attacked the Teach¬ 
ers’ Union at a Board meeting without giving it a chance to 
reply. The attack on the ground of communism reminds one 
of the same accusation hurled by a Catholic at the thoroughly 
American Federal Council of Churches. The resolution 
offered by Mr. Timone was that the Board of Education 
would not negotiate, confer or deal with the Teachers’ 
Union, or its agent, in relation to any teacher grievances or 
professional problems. The Union was not given the charges 
against it, and was unable to secure a copy of the resolution 
against which it had to defend itself. It had no official notice 
of the impending action in advance of the meeting. And yet 
the Teachers’ Union was the largest, most independent and 
most democratic organization of teachers. It was the only one 
completely free from the influence of the Board. It was led 
by classroom teachers and held regular monthly meetings. 
Its weekly newspaper had a circulation of over 10,000. It had 
a representative devoted to school problems at Albany and 
at the City Hall in New York. It alerted the public to the 
dangers confronting education. It had challenged unjust 
rulings of the Board in its dealings with teachers, and had 
been a militant champion of teachers’ rights. At the meeting 
of the Board, Mr. Timone called the union “subversive and 
un-American,” thus exploiting the fear of communism, but 
the representative of the American Civil Liberties Union 
stated that “no competent tribunal has found anything what¬ 
ever against the Union.” To add insult to injury, the Timone 
resolution prohibited the use of school buildings and grounds 
by “organizations which the Board of Education or Superin¬ 
tendent of Schools has reason to believe to be totalitarian. 
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Fascist (but Timone is reported to have been on the band¬ 
wagon of Mussolini), Communist or subversive.” Subse¬ 
quently, the Board barred the Union from using school build¬ 
ings for its meetings. The action was taken “without notice, 
charges or hearing.” This arbitrary action is an extremely 
dangerous menace, but quite in keeping with clerical strategy 
of branding non-Catholic organizations in education as 
subversive. Other opponents of Mr. Timone’s resolution to 
ban the Union were: The American Library Association, The 
United Parents Association, The Teachers’ Guild, The 
American Labor Party and the editor of The Nation. Sadly 
contrasted with this imposing list were those who favored the 
ban: The Knights of Columbus, 18a) The Guild of Catholic 
Lawyers, American Legion groups, and a professor from 
Fordham—a list overwhelmingly Catholic. Since Cardinal 
Spellman is credited with ultimate responsibility for the 
nomination of Mr. Timone, the conclusion seems inescapable 
that he favored the ban which appears to have been a Catho¬ 
lic crusade. Recently, an assistant corporation counsel was 
assigned to the Board of Education to investigate Communist 
influence in the public schools of New York City. It is high 
time that counsel was also appointed to investigate Catholic 
clerical influence in these schools, and to weed out ecclesias¬ 
tical subversives. 

The mention of the American Legion, among groups sup¬ 
porting the ban of the Teachers’ Union, raises the question 
as to the influence of the Catholic Church in the Legion. In 
the June issue of the American Legion Magazine appeared 
a “blistering attack on the teaching profession and the leader¬ 
ship of the National Education Association.” This smearing 
completely baffled the delegates to a recent educational con¬ 
vention in Detroit (The New York Times, July 6, 1952). 
They should not have been so surprised. Has not the Legion 
been criticizing Sarah Lawrence College? Did the Legion 
not show its colors when it presented a medal to Franco? Re- 

13a) On one member of the Knights of Columbus, see Ed. Reid, The 
Shame of New York (1953), pp. 51-81. 
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cently, in Arlington, Virginia, the local chapter of the Legion 
attacked the textbooks of the public school there. They 
branded as subversive books by three authors who “have 
long been exponents of true Americanism and Jeffersonian 
democracy,” and who “have upheld the Constitution.” Mr. 
C. D. Potter (The Churchman, April 1, 1953), commenting 
on this charge of subversion by the Legion, finds its definition 
of the term “in the minds and statements of Catholic leaders 
and philosophers who long for the days when the Church, 
united with the state, will enforce a uniformity so rigid that 
the Middle Ages will fade into insignificance beside the mod¬ 
ern clerical-fascist monster.” In Yonkers, an attempt was 
made by the Knights of Columbus and the American Legion 
to curb freedom of speech in the name of anti-communism. 
In Kansas, a Legion post sought to compel cancellation of a 
talk by Bishop Oxnam! The newly elected commander of 
the Legion throughout the nation (1952) urges vigilance 
against Soviet ideas in the public schools of the country. He 
says that the Legion should see that “what is taught and who 
teaches it will lay the proper foundation” for the future of 
America. The Catholic chaplain of the Legion, and those of 
its members who are un-American Catholics, may construe 
this statement in accord with the infiltration of Catholic 
nuns and laymen into the public schools, and the shabby 
contention that what is not Catholic is communistic. Hand in 
hand with the criticism of our public schools goes the attack 
of the witch hunters upon the Protestant churches. Mr. Velde, 
chairman of the un-American Activities Committee of the 
House of Representatives, has announced that he will pro¬ 
ceed with his search for subversives in the ranks of the clergy, 
because a minister is not different from any other member 
of American society as far as communism is concerned. A 
Mr. J. B. Matthews has now (July, 1953) in an article in The 
American Mercury asserted that “the largest single group 
supporting the Communist apparatus in the United States 
today is composed of Protestant clergymen.” Failure of Mr. 
Velde to summon Catholic priests, in his search for subver- 
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sives, will suggest a second reason for their Church’s promi¬ 
nent participation in the attack against Communists. Velde’s 
proposed search will have one result certainly: It will rally 
behind his future candidacy for public office such Catholic 
vote as accepts dictation from its priesthood. The freedom of 
our pulpits is linked with the freedom of our schools and 
universities. This academic freedom must not be identified 
with the Roman Catholic perversion of it as freedom within 
the limits of that Church’s authority. 

The announcement of Mr. Velde that he proposes to ex¬ 
tend his search for subversives into the churches has justly 
provoked a storm. He should be informed that the Catholic 
Church itself offers him some suggestive evidence. On April 
17, 1952, Father Reichenberger published in the German 
Catholic newspaper Nord-Amerika the statement that the 
“primary aim of Moscow is not the spread of communism in 
Germany, but to make Germany an ally,” and added: “We 
cannot see why Germany should not line up politically with 
Russia, especially after the western democracies found noth¬ 
ing objectionable against Russia as an ally.” The Catholic 
priest further says that communism and western democracy 
are only different forms of vicious materialism which, in the 
end, will be overcome by the sweeping triumph of the Ger¬ 
man conception of the world (i.e. world conquest by a re¬ 
vived Germany). Mr. Velde should consult the source of this 
priest’s statement which has been translated by Tetens ( Ger¬ 
many Plots with the Kremlin, pp. 66-67). He should also 
ponder the significance of the revelation by Togliatti, the 
Italian Communist leader, that in 1951 eminent personali¬ 
ties in the Vatican informed the Italian Communist Party, 
through an intermediary, that the Vatican was disposed to 
abandon its policy of “indiscriminate support of American 
initiatives, if the Soviet Union and its satellites would open 
negotiations on religious questions and peace.” Togliatti 
added that, after a favorable response from Moscow, the 
Vatican dropped the matter. Here is a disposition on the part 
of the Vatican to join Germany in a program designed to 
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secure greater concessions for Germany from the United 
States by playing the Soviet against the democracies. 

The new chairman of the Board of Higher Education in 
New York City will now march shoulder to shoulder with 
Velde and Timone. He is an outspoken advocate of Con¬ 
gressional investigation into communism in educational in¬ 
stitutions and promises such in the four municipal colleges 
enrolling more than 100,000 students under the jurisdiction 
of his Board. This chairman, originally appointed to the 
Board by Mayor O’Dwyer who left New York under a shad¬ 
ow, 18b) is a “prominent Roman Catholic layman.” His rival 
for the office was a Protestant leader who had long served 
on the Board. The retiring chairman had been criticized by 
some of his associates on the Board for not combating com¬ 
munistic infiltration into the municipal colleges. So the new 
chairman announces that he favors “strong measures” in 
dealing with communistic teachers in these colleges. The 
probable result of this search for subverters will be the dis¬ 
missal of non-Catholics from the faculties, the more so since 
the new chairman also advocates more emphasis on religion. 
He does not say whether by religion he means his religion 
but one may fear that, just as in the public school previously 
mentioned a priest sits in the office of the principal, the new 
chairman of the Board in New York, figuratively speaking, 
will have standing at his side a spiritual adviser to promote 
and direct the “emphasis on religion.” It should be noted 
that a post of the American Legion sent congratulations to 
the new chairman. The resolution which has been passed by 
his Board calls for the dismissal of any member of the staff 
who “has accepted the obligations, standards or discipline of 
any group which requires its members to act in the interests 
of any foreign national group.” Now, since the Vatican is a 
foreign group, a state which has its nuncios at many capitals, 
the resolution excludes priests or nuns who are required to 
act in the interests of the Vatican which, like Russia, seeks 

13b) On the sorry career of Mayor O’Dwyer, see Ed. Reid, The Shame of 
New York, pp. 194-197, 204, 208-211. 
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to destroy our democracy. The resolution excludes those who 
wish to put an end to our traditional form of government. 

When the Board of Education of New York City voted to 
ban the Teachers’ Union, one member branded the resolu¬ 
tion as alien to fundamental American rights. He denied that 
the Board had the right to say who shall or shall not repre¬ 
sent the teachers. No American will question the solid sub¬ 
stance of his contention. When his term expired, he was not 
reappointed. The opinion prevails, in some quarters, that 
the Board of Education’s trend to listen to one typical group, 
and ignore all others, has become more sharply defined since 
Cardinal Spellman handed his list to an obedient mayor 
whose predecessor and fellow-countryman, La Guardia, stood 
head and shoulders above him. The ban followed the sus¬ 
pension of eight teachers of the Union, including its president 
and secretary. Protests against these actions from organiza¬ 
tions and individuals in France, Australia, Switzerland and 
Puerto Rico are published in Searchlight, pp. 299-302. A 
touching appeal, signed by Professor Jos£ Ferrer of Puerto 
Rico, is as follows: “I believe in Christianity and democracy. 
Believing in these two philosophies, I think that if these 
eight teachers are deprived of their freedom of thought, 
freedom of teaching in the United States will be destroyed. 
I beg then in the name of justice that the persecution of these 
eight cease.” To this should be added the comment of Pro¬ 
fessor J. J. DeBoer of the University of Illinois: “The New 
York Teachers’ Union has been at the forefront of the strug¬ 
gle for better education for the children and youth of Amer¬ 
ica and it has been steadfast in its defense of democratic 
rights.” ( Searchlight, p. 244). 

A second group of eight New York City public-school 
teachers who, like the first group, are members or executives 
of the Teachers’ Union, were suspended without pay, be¬ 
cause they refused to say whether they were members of 
the Communist Party. It was part of the attack upon the 
Union which has been barred from any dealings with the 
Board of Education on the ground of communistic leanings. 
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The difficulty is that a Catholic-controlled Board of Educa¬ 
tion, as in the present case, can all too freely interpret the 
phrase “communistic leanings.” According to the Catholic 
clergy of Mexico, the Protestants there are affiliated with the 
Communists. It would be possible, under a complete Catho¬ 
lic control of a city, to brand any schismatics Communists, 
throw them out and replace them with followers of the true 
faith. Present modest beginnings may, in time, assume much 
more dangerous proportions. Anti-communism is the 
Church’s only card to play in its studied program of attack 
upon the public schools not only in New York, but through¬ 
out the nation. For the Church, Protestantism in the United 
States is far bigger game than the relatively few Communists. 
Protestant countries do not, like Catholic Italy, beget legions 
of Communists. The real subversives in the United States 
are the Catholic clerics. The law has still to be invoked 
against them. In contrast to the competent teachers who 
were dismissed in New York City are two who retained their 
jobs despite deliberate violation of the law which excludes 
sectarian religious instruction from the classroom. The first 
of these offenders, who taught in a school which is 95% 
Jewish, had little children down on their knees praying for 
Cardinal Mindszenty ( Searchlight, p. 73). Actually, Minds- 
zenty was so richly endowed with the American ideal of un¬ 
trammeled research (I) that he regarded Darwin “as a dan¬ 
gerous heretic who should have been burnt at the stake!” 14) 
The second teacher told her class that no person could go to 
heaven except those of her faith—a contention for which 
Priest Feeney has been excommunicated! Has the public 
school become a convent? In view of the Catholic domina¬ 
tion of the schooling of the young in New York City, its 

14) Blanshard, Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 148. One 
is reminded of the recent remark of a Methodist minister. Dr. Shirkey, that 
"burning of books is not far from the burning of persons, persons who 
might have in their minds the ideas that are in the books.” This flare-up of 
the smoldering Inquisition throws a lurid light on the remark of Pleasants 
(Commonweal, August 28, 1953, p. 511): “The grounds for conflict between 
scientific discovery and religious teaching have been almost completely 
washed away by the tide of advancing science.” 
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Board of Education, on completion of its new building at a 
cost of $10,000,000, should unfurl, as does St. Patrick’s Cathe¬ 
dral, the Stars and Stripes on the outside and the Yellow and 
White of the Vatican on the inside, thus frankly recognizing 
its allegiance to the “Power House.” Does not the effective 
co-operation which this “Power House” receives from Tam¬ 
many Hall explain why the Jupiter of Madison Avenue hurls 
no thunderbolts of wrath at the political skulduggery and 
turpitude of the Wigwam? How long would a superintendent 
of the public schools of New York City keep his job if, like 
the Jansenists of old, he set out to reform the Church of 
Rome? 

But why did the Catholic Church ban the Teachers’ Union? 
For that is what really happened. The reason is simple: It 
does not wish fearless independent organizations in the pub¬ 
lic schools. It will impede, if it can, any group that seeks to 
improve the traditional secular education of our country. 
The Teachers’ Union with its democratic ideals was a thorn 
in the side of reactionary Catholicism. The latter is recon¬ 
ciled to the deterioration of the public school, both its teach¬ 
ing staff and its buildings, and makes Christian virtues of 
incompetence and procrastination. In New York City, about 
one-fourth of the 900 school buildings are more than fifty 
years old. The dedication of a new public school is appar¬ 
ently such an event as to merit an editorial in The New 
York Times (Nov. 13, 1952). The $10,000,000 to be spent 
on a building for the Board of Education might wait a while, 
permitting that sum to be applied to better buildings for 
the students. New York has not yet started the practice of 
Boston of selling dilapidated schools to the Catholic Church 
for conversion to its parochial purposes. At a dinner in New 
York City of the Jesuit Seminary Association, Controller 
Lazarus Joseph, who had a “burning ambition to be elected 
mayor,” was apparently appealing for Catholic support when 
he declared that his city should pay for the construction and 
operation of parochial schools. He ignored the fact that the 
teaching of Catholic doctrine—to the exclusion of all other 
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religions in schools supported by tax funds—would violate 
federal and state law. 

It was in New York City that parents of school children 
told the Board of Estimate about the unsanitary and dilapi¬ 
dated school buildings; that the Board of Education failed 
to take action against those guilty of defrauding the schools 
of millions of dollars in the letting of school contracts; that 
the only issue which seemed to engage the wholehearted en¬ 
thusiasm and major energy of most school officials was the 
artificially created problem of purging so-called subversive 
teachers. These are some of the charges in a statement by A. 
Lederman and R. Russell, president and legislative repre¬ 
sentative of the Teachers’ Union (The Churchman, August 
1, 1951). Statistics on the physical condition of public school 
buildings, and the character of instruction in them in cities 
where the Catholic politicians have long been in control, 
might prove highly informing. One might find that a power¬ 
ful Catholic lobby, which opposes a perfectly legal federal 
subsidy for the public schools of the country, has its counter¬ 
part in such cities. Catholic logic appears to be that just as 
error must be impeded in the hope of its ultimate destruc¬ 
tion, so a system of education wffiich propagates error, i.e. 
non-Catholic instruction, must likewise be impeded and 
ultimately destroyed. Catholicism is determined to take over 
just as it did in Ethiopia when foreign medical and educa¬ 
tional missions, which were nonreligious, were banished 
from the country by the Fascists. They were replaced by a 
swarm of priests sent with papal blessing from Rome. In 
stripping the Teachers’ Union of its right to contribute to 
the betterment of the public schools at board meetings, the 
Catholic-controlled school board of New York City was seek¬ 
ing conformity with the requirements of that absolute eccle¬ 
siastical monarchy, the Roman Church, which does not 
tolerate in its parochial schools any independent organiza¬ 
tion of teachers. To call the Teachers’ Union subversive and 
un-American was convenient subterfuge. When the teachers 
of the AFL met in Grand Rapids, Michigan (The New York 
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Times, August 25, 1951), they warned that public education 
is “under a barrage of vituperative attack,” and that “the 
stated purpose of these attacks is to reduce funds spent on 
education in a rapidly rising school population.” Probably 
with the schools of New York City in mind, they called atten¬ 
tion to the fact that “teachers are publicly attacked without 
chance for answer or defense.” 

Catholic politicians are the most conspicuous scouts in the 
hunt for Communists, particularly in educational institu¬ 
tions. Senator McCarran has recently charged (The Nation, 
August 23, 1952) that 500 students at Antioch College sup¬ 
port the activities of the Communist Party. Had the senator 
given its president an opportunity to refute the flimsy 
charges, he would have acted in accordance with a funda¬ 
mental principle of American justice; however, he accepted 
without question the report of a scout. This action was espe¬ 
cially reprehensible in view of the resultant possibility of 
serious injury to the college. As The Nation says, the senator 
“is interested in headlines, not facts.” He must know that 
such interest is shared by a large number of readers. Con¬ 
sciously or unconsciously, Senator McCarran has here em¬ 
ployed Catholic technique for a Catholic objective. The 
technique is to make charges without giving those charged 
a chance to reply; the objective is to discredit Protestant col¬ 
leges in the eyes of the public as a step toward their ultimate 
destruction. To learn the truth about the students at Antioch 
College, Senator McCarran should read the letter of Pro¬ 
fessor Ernest Osborne in The New York Times, September 
6, 1952. 

One would expect that a man of foreign birth, who has 
been so favored by fortune as to become mayor of a great 
city, would be especially anxious to show his appreciation of 
the blessings of democracy by establishing and maintaining 
direct contact with important civic groups in the considera¬ 
tion of matters of large moment. Public education falls into 
such a category. Recently, it came as a rude shock when Mr. 
Impellitteri, Mayor of New York, declined three times to 
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discuss with representatives of nineteen large civic organiza¬ 
tions interested in education, a pending appointment to the 
Board of Education of that city (The New York Times, Feb¬ 
ruary 1, 1952). They also wished to discuss a change in the 
nomination of members to the Board. It was probably their 
intention to press for the revocation of Cardinal Spellman s 
privilege to submit to the mayor a list of several candidates 
for membership on the Board, permitting the mayor to select 
the one the Cardinal really wants. The refusal of the mayor to 
confer with the group in question is of a piece with the re¬ 
fusal of the Board of Education to have any dealings with the 
Teachers’ Union. Both actions may safely be regarded as ac¬ 
ceptable to Catholic educational policy. Impellitteri, in com¬ 
ment upon the request of the federated civic groups, said he 
did not know of another case where such a group submitted 
names to the mayor as candidates for appointment to the 
Board of Education. He did not add, however, that it was 
quite proper for the Roman Church in New York to put its 
representative on the Board. Public educational opinion is 
here pitted against the Catholic demand for control of edu¬ 
cation. The two are mutually exclusive. The mayor s action 
in refusing to receive organizations interested in education 
in New York is distressingly un-American, but readily ex¬ 
plained as typical of the collaboration of the Catholic politi¬ 
cian with the Catholic clergy. Consistent with this exclusion 
from consultation is that of public groups with Catholic- 
controlled boards of education in our cities. The Catholic 
Church is well aware that refusal of such boards to discuss 
their actions with large organizations of the vitally interested 
public is a noisome violation of the American democratic 
spirit. But the Church is determined to avoid discussions 
and criticisms of a policy for public schools which cannot be 
defended on the basis of a fine American tradition. 

Of great importance in the appreciation of the predicament 
in which liberal American educational policy finds itself in 
New York City is the comment of Mr. James Marshall, for¬ 
merly senior member of its Board of Education. He stated 
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there had been a resurgence of political interference in the 
work of the Board. The members of it have nine confidential 
secretaries of whom three are co-district leaders and two or 
three are district captains; Mr. Marshall stated that Mayor 
La Guardia (an Episcopalian) “drove the district and county 
leaders out of the temples of education,” but that under 
Mayor William O’Dwyer (Catholic) the evil returned. 151 Mr. 
Marshall, 161 who served seventeen years on the Board, favors 
participation of the teachers in the making of school policy. 

The fate of the Teachers’ Union was shared by the Youth- 
builders ( Searchlight, pp. 124-125) who, grouped in clubs of 
different race and religion, studied their social environment 
together. They interviewed prominent persons of varying 
opinions about controversial questions under supervision of 
the Board of Education. The Catholic sheet, known as The 
Brooklyn Tablet, launched a crusade against it. As a result. 
Miss Dammrich, associate director of the program, felt 
forced by developments to submit her resignation. She ex¬ 
plained: “I cannot remain a part of a public school system 
where, it seems to me, a religious group is seeking to control 
educational policy, 171 and where opposition to such control 
is interpreted as bigotry. . . . The beginning of the disintegra¬ 
tion of the Youthbuilders’ program dates from the first attack 
upon it by an official religious publication, The Brooklyn 
Tablet, in 1947. From that time on I observed that each 
recommendation about the program printed in The Brook¬ 
lyn Tablet was carried out by the school system.” Another 
example of the same opposition is reported from Pawtucket, 
R. I. The principal of a high school there, who is said to owe 

15) Parentheses added. 

16) The retirement of Mr. Marshall from the Board has its counterpart in 
the unceremonious dropping of Dr. H. J. Carman, nationally known edu¬ 
cator and former dean of Columbia College, from New York City's Board of 
Higher Education. An editorial in The New York Times (November 4, 1952) 
severely criticizes Mayor Impellitteri for this action. The mayor knows where 
“the power house” is. 

17) The reader will find an imposing citation of Catholic pronouncements 
on education in G. A. Crapullo’s article, “Foe of Our Public Schools," in The 
Churchman, March 15, 1951, pp. 11-12. 
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his job to the local Democratic machine, suspended the char¬ 
ter of a student club which was formed to study the educa¬ 
tional, scientific and cultural work of a UN organization. It 
seems he had read in a Catholic paper that the latter may 
be under atheistic control, although it enjoys the official 
support of the United States. In paltry justification for the 
suspension, this principal stated: “Do you think it is a good 
thing for students to be involved with an organization that 
denies the existence of God?” The real reason for Catholic 
attack upon student clubs is that the Church has no sympathy 
for free discussion. The possibilities for the expression and 
interchange of liberal views is too dangerous. 

The sequel of Catholic control of the boards of education 
in the big city or cities of a state is, of course, its control of 
the state board of education. A certain step in this direction 
was taken by former Governor Dever of Massachusetts, a 
Catholic. He appointed to his state board not a Catholic 
layman, but a priest, Msgr. Sherlock, who is Superintendent 
of Schools for the Roman Catholic archdiocese of Boston. 
That official certainly accepts the dictum of Pope Leo XIII 
that the Church “is the greatest and most reliable teacher of 
mankind and that in her dwells an inviolable right to teach.” 
He would not have been appointed to his position in Boston 
if he did not subscribe to the educational designs of his 
Church. Now what is to become of the ideals of liberal Ameri¬ 
can education in Massachusetts? The same is to be said for 
Rhode Island, where a Roman Catholic priest has been made 
chairman of the State Board of Education. These priests can¬ 
not function as members of such boards without violating 
their obligation either to our American ideals or to their 
Church. There can be no doubt as to the choice they will 
make. The sinister program of their Church is to destroy the 
traditional American public school, and then “rededicate” 
it in accordance with the antiquated conceptions of the 
Vatican. There can be only one result, if the enemy of the 
public school is appointed to administer it or to teach in it. 
This is as true of the Catholic as it is of the Communist. 
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This sinister development makes all the more urgent a 
searching study of the extent to which town, city and state 
boards of education throughout the United States are con¬ 
trolled by Catholics, or in danger of such control. One need 
not think, for a moment, that this control will stop at the 
capitals of the states. It will consolidate its authority in any 
government agencies concerned with education. 

The program of infiltration into the public schools, with 
a view to the ultimate conquest of public education, is dic¬ 
tated by two immediate considerations: First is the concern 
of the Roman Church for the students of its faith in these 
schools who, a few years ago, were estimated to be about 57 
per cent of all Catholic children of school age. Their con¬ 
tact, particularly in high schools during susceptible years, 
with Protestant children and others of no religious affiliation 
whatever endangered their faith and tended to weaken their 
attachment to the Mother Church. Such instruction and con¬ 
tacts may have been a contributing factor to the alarming 
leakage from the Roman Church which has lost possibly as 
many as 500,000 annually, according to some Catholic esti¬ 
mates. 18 ’ The second consideration which inspired Catholic 
penetration into the faculties of the public schools was, of 
course, the desire to win converts, especially among children 
who came from homes where there was little or no interest 
in religion. 

Behind these two considerations is the impelling authority 
of papal affirmation that the Church alone is qualified to 
teach the young, and therefore must do all the teaching. But 
how can anyone admit its qualification when Spanish parents 
complained that their children spent half their time in school 
saying the rosary, and studying sacred history without ever 
learning to read? Manhattan states that the most backward 
stratum of the Spanish peasantry was still eighty per cent 
illiterate in the third decade of the twentieth century, “thanks 
to the Catholic Church” (Vatican in World Politics, p. 91). 
The difficulty in realizing its ideal of education for the United 


18) Blanshard, American Freedom and Catholic Power, p. 14. 
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States would be largely eliminated if a Catholic dictatorial 
government could be installed in Washington, as in Argen¬ 
tina. Peron has made instruction in the Catholic religion 
obligatory in all public schools as did the traitor Petain after 
France’s collapse during World War II, and as reaction in 
Chile is now seeking to do. One may not believe that Peron’s 
suppression of the liberal newspaper La Prensa, in violation 
of the constitution of Argentina, has distressed the Vatican. 
A free press is incompatible with totalitarian government, 
whether civil or ecclesiastical. 19 * 

Another phase of Catholic opposition to the public school 
is its determination to block any federal subsidy to it, unless 
the Catholic schools share in the grant. The Church has suc¬ 
cessfully obstructed such aid. Justice J. W. Polier has force¬ 
fully stated (Congress Weekly, March 3, 1952): “The con¬ 
tinuing opposition to federal aid to our public schools unless 
accompanied by support of parochial schools has deprived 
children throughout America of the type of education to 
which they are entitled—and has injected religion into the 
affairs of state. The exercise of what has thus amounted to a 
political veto power against the raising of educational oppor¬ 
tunities for our children threatens to increase religious ten¬ 
sions in this country and provoke strife among its citizens.” 
Rev. G. A. Crapullo, in the article cited, puts the matter thus: 
“Cardinal Spellman has fought and continues to fight any 
federal support for the public schools. He is willing to let 
our public schools suffer as schools have suffered in Spain, 
and to hold back the education of millions of children, in¬ 
cluding Catholic children, so long as he does not get a ‘hand¬ 
out’ for the Catholic schools.” He continues his opposition 
on this basis notwithstanding the decision of the Supreme 
Court that “no tax in any amount, large or small, can be 
levied to support any religious activities or institutions, what¬ 
ever they may be called or whatever form they may adopt 
to teach or practice religion.” 


19) Jefferson wisely observed that "history furnishes no example of a 
priest-ridden people maintaining free civil government.” 
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The refusal of the Church to accept this ruling is in keep¬ 
ing with its policy of ignoring any law with which it is not 
in accord. The Church is above the law, in other words. 
Thayer (op. cit., p. 114) points out that Catholic pleading for 
public subsidy is inspired by a desire to invalidate the law 
which separates church and state. The issue is an old one in 
this country. As early as 1893, the division of school funds 
on sectarian lines was proposed in New York and New Jersey. 
The Catholic proponent for such division in New York had 
the naivete to say that the proposal had been approved at 
Rome by cardinals and clergy as well as in England, Ireland, 
France and Cermany! If the Church should succeed in get¬ 
ting federal support directly, or through the states, it would 
then gird itself for the next step: crowding out the other 
private schools and the public, too. Ironically enough, paro¬ 
chial schoools, subsidized by the government but completely 
free from public supervision, would, from time to time, pro¬ 
duce O Connors who favor in this country the supersedure 
of democracy by a hierarchical control, releasing “the dyna¬ 
mite that is stored up in the Christian gospel”! Such a subsidy 
would mean public support of educational programs “formu¬ 
lated outside of this country and contrary to democratic 
institutions and the democratic way of life” (Thayer, p. 135). 
This fact completely invalidates the contention that the 
Catholic school is an integral part of our system of public 
education, and that it is an American school equal in right 
with the public school. How can one make such a claim when, 
as late as 1937, Pope Pius XI ordered the Mexican children 
out of “the impious and corruptive schools.” He would have 
included the American public school in the same outburst 
of fanatical hatred of secular democratic instruction, if his 
Church had laid its heavy hand of repression upon this coun¬ 
try for centuries as it has upon Mexico. The designation of 
the Catholic parochial school as an integral part of the 
American system of schools is another evidence of the Catho¬ 
lic strategy of penetration into a system it seeks to destroy. 
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Parochial subsidies would open the door to a greatly intensi¬ 
fied sectarian strife and its concomitant maneuvers. 

A basic objection to the transportation of pupils to paro¬ 
chial schools even at public expense and to free textbooks 
for students is that such grants inevitably open the way to 
subsidies for instruction, 20> and for maintenance and con¬ 
struction of parochial schools. A softly padded step in this 
direction has been the action of Catholic-controlled boards 
of education. They vote Catholic schools into the public 
educational system with consequent payment of rent to the 
Church, and of salaries to the nuns who remain as teachers 
in the transferred schools. Many instances of this abuse have 
been cited. The public school cannot have nuns as teachers 
who do not serve the ambitions of their Church sooner or 
later, consciously or unconsciously. Even if they could re¬ 
frain from such a temptation, their distinctive dress would 
give them a religious setting. And were this dress ubiquit¬ 
ously forbidden by law, the mere knowledge on the part of 
the students that their teachers were nuns would introduce 
into the classroom a sectarian religious atmosphere. Once 
public financial support is granted to Catholic parochial 
schools, and they alone of all parochial schools are now in¬ 
sistent in their demand for it, the way logically is opened to 
similar demands by others. As Bishop Oxnam has stated be¬ 
fore the Harvard Forum (pp. 26-27), such subsidy would “re¬ 
sult in the building up of a score of competing tax-supported 
parochial systems and, I believe, in the eventual destruction 
of the public system.” 

The slogan, “Public funds for public schools,” is as logical 
as “Public funds for public libraries,” and not for Presby¬ 
terian or Congregational libraries or those of any other sect. 

20) In August, 1952, the Board of Estimate of New York scheduled for 
action, practically without notice to anyone, a proposal to appropriate 
$16,000 for conducted tours of parochial students in the Museum of Natural 
History (Congress Weekly, October 13, 1952). At Fort Myer, Va., recently, 
the transporation of Army children to and from Catholic schools was 
ordered discontinued by the Pentagon. Within a few hours, the White House 
countermanded the order and the transportation was resumed. This is not 
the only indication of a presidential wish to please the Catholic lobby. 
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Along with public money as educational subsidy goes public 
determination of the receiving school’s policies. One cannot 
imagine, however, Catholic authority subscribing to any such 
surrender of the prerogative of education which it claims for 
itself alone. An institution for wayward girls is, in a sense, 
educational. When a newspaper in Washington, seeking to 
make a report to the public, sent a reporter to such an institu¬ 
tion, conducted by Catholic sisters, it was severely penalized 
by the Church. (See p. 106.) Would a newspaper, wishing to 
investigate a publicly subsidized Catholic school, be accorded 
the same welcome as in a secular public school? The Catholic 
parochial school is the Siamese twin of the Catholic Church. 
Hence, a public subsidy to the one is a public subsidy to the 
other. The granting of federal funds to other denominational 
schools would likewise be an aid to their Churches with im¬ 
pairment of the public educational system as a result. This 
system has been magnificently described by Dr. Williams as 
the principal crucible of American democracy, the melting 
pot of the peoples of the world” (Harvard Forum, p. 43). 

The considerations offered in support of federal subsidy 
to Catholic parochial schools simply do not have validity. 
The claim that denial of such help penalizes the parents of 
its pupils for exercising their freedom of religion 21 * ignores 
the fact that such personal freedom does not carry with it 
freedom to spend the funds of the state which frankly says, 
“If you want your sectarian schools you have to pay for 
them.” Such a requirement is all the more imperative in a 
democratic country like the United States where over two 
hundred and fifty religious cults would be entitled to federal 
grants for their schools on equal terms. The public school 
alone respects all cults without discrimination by advocating 
none. A second consideration is the flimsy contention that 
denial of a subsidy will have the effect of promoting “an 
Oriental caste system in America rendering . . . students in 
religious schools untouchables—untouchables by distributive 


21) Are not the parents of Protestant children in Spain severely penalized 
by Catholic suppression of Protestant schools? 
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justice” (McCrossen, Harvard Forum, p. 43). This strategic 
move, in so far as it concerns the Catholic schools, blandly 
ignores the Catholic-cultivated caste system. Bishop Oxnam 
asked the very germane question (Harvard Forum, p. 30): 
“Why should there be Roman Catholic Veterans, Roman 
Catholic Trade Unions, Roman Catholic Firemen and 
Roman Catholic Policemen? Why not American Veterans 
and American Workers?” And is not Catholic segregation 
carried to an absurd extreme by the commands of Bishop 
McVinney of Providence, R. I., which forbid Catholics to 
attend marriage ceremonies outside their church, and to 
send friends so married either gifts or congratulations? 21a) 
Mr. James Rooney, a Catholic, describes such restrictions as 
“the worst kind of segregation” and “so ridiculous as to be 
asinine.” He further remarks that “Catholics of the variety of 
Bishop McVinney are the very worst examples of un-Chris¬ 
tian and un-American activities.” 22) If the majority of Catho¬ 
lic laymen were so completely American as Mr. Rooney, 
there would be no Catholic problem. Wherein do these 
groups respond to the appeal for friendly collaboration which 
Pope Pius XII issued in his Christmas message of 1950 (per¬ 
haps with special reference to Germany and Italy): “Let 
mutual trust . . . return to rule over international organiza¬ 
tions. Away with the barriers! Break down the barbed wire 
fences! Let each people be free to know the life of other peo¬ 
ple. Let that segregation of some countries from the rest of 
the civilized world, so dangerous to the cause of peace, be 


21a) Bishop McVinney probably derives a spiritual satisfaction from the 
segregation of announcements of Catholic from non-Catholic weddings in 
the Sunday editions of The New York Times, e.g. October 24, 1953, pp. 90-96 
(Protestant), and pp. 98-110 (Catholic): November 1, 1953, pp. 90-93 (Prot¬ 
estant), and pp. 98-112, passim (Catholic); November 15, 1953, pp. 91-96 
(Protestant), and pp. 97-106 (Catholic). 

22) The Churchman, November 15, 1952. For another of Mr. Rooney's 
comments on the mortal sin of Catholic parents who send their children to 
public schools when a parochial one is available, see the same magazine for 
February 15, 1953. His intermittent remarks on aspects of Catholic policy are 
a refreshment of the American spirit. 
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abolished.” 23 * The Catholic organizations, cited by Bishop 
Oxnam, have the divisive effect which the Church fears will 
result from the failure of the Catholic schools to participate 
in federal subsidy to education. This contention is of a piece 
with the Catholic attack upon the American public school, 
claiming it to be un-American, and with the cheap catch¬ 
words, “a red teacher in every red school house” and “Redu- 
cators at Harvard, at Columbia, at Chicago.” 

Finally, the Roman Church welcomes the retirement from 
Congress of any member of its own faith who has the courage 
to oppose a grant of federal money to religious schools. Con¬ 
gressman Andrew Jacobs, a Catholic from Indiana, was de¬ 
feated for re-election in November, 1950. He had taken the 
stand that any religious sect may have its own schools, but 
has no claim upon federal money for their support. His rival 
in the election, Brownson, ran 27,650 votes ahead of him 
whereas, in the previous election, Jacobs won by 4,595 votes. 
There may have been other factors at work to defeat Jacobs, 
but it will be interesting to see whether his successor takes 
the same definite stand as Jacobs when federal grants to paro¬ 
chial schools again come up for discussion in Congress. He 
ignored two letters requesting his view. Finally, his secretary 
answered, saying that “Mr. Brownson is opposed to all Fed¬ 
eral aid to schools and believes that local areas can best solve 
their school problems by themselves.” This is, of course, a 
compromise which suggests that he fully understands the po¬ 
litical danger of antagonizing a vindictive church. With the 
departure of Jacobs from Congress, the country has lost a 
man who could be true to his Catholic creed, and to Ameri¬ 
can traditions as well. In Ohio in 1934, when an amendment 
failed to pass which would have given Catholic schools a 
share in emergency state subsidies. Catholics voted against 
such aid for any schools. Later, they sought the election of 
legislators who favored grants to their schools. The Catholic 


23) Translation by F. J. Powers, Papal Pronouncements on the Political 
Order, p. 202. 
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bishops asked their parishioners to vote against candidates 
who opposed the amendment in question. As a result, says 
H. K. Beale ( Are American Teachers Free? p. 219), Catho¬ 
lics voted for Catholics at school-board elections and selected 
their candidates. 24 ’ 

The attempt of the Roman Church to crowd out the 
teacher who is of a Protestant faith has its counterpart in 
correctional institutions. In Illinois, the jail of Cook County 
is an illustration. No Protestant minister or Jewish rabbi can 
enter the prison yard freely, and speak with the inmates of 
his own faith. They must first be photographed with an 
electric eye for the detection of metal objects, and even then 
conversation must be conducted with the minister on one 
side of a heavy glass partition and the inmate on the other. 
These requirements are not imposed upon the Catholic 
priest who freely enters the yard and remains as long as he 
pleases. 25 ’ This is traditional Catholic discrimination. When 
Tammany came into power in 1898, it found a company of 
self-sacrificing Protestant women, giving to the female in¬ 
mates of Tombs City Prison time and money with non¬ 
sectarian ministrations. The new Tammany Roman Catho¬ 
lic warden immediately excluded these women from the 
women’s ward, requiring them to hold all communication 
with the inmates through the bars of prison doors. However, 
the warden admitted “all women visitors dressed in the garb 
of the Sisters of Charity” (King, op. cit., p. 441). Such exclu¬ 
sions are simply minor variants of Mussolini’s action in ban¬ 
ishing non-Catholic social missions from Ethiopia. 


24) For a concise statement of the Catholic arguments for public support 
of parochial schools, and a convincing refutation of them, see Thayer, op. cit., 
pp. 124-133. 

25) The American Protest, November, 1950. J. J. Kane (The Commonweal, 
June 24, 1953, p. 295), quoting the Catholic Herald of Philadelphia, says that 
prisons and penetentiaries were all anti-Catholic a hundred years ago, and 
that priests were not permitted to visit within their walls. Here is a Protes¬ 
tant precedent for present Catholic practice. Both merit the same severe 
rebuke. 

















ELEVEN 


The Catholic Church and the 
Democratic Party 


A SINISTER DEVELOPMENT IN THE CONVENTIONS OF THE DEMO- 

cratic Party is what may be called “The Catholic Board of 
Control.” This is a very important development. As Dr. Daw¬ 
son says, “For nearly a generation without a break the chair¬ 
men of the National Democratic Committee have been 
Catholics” 1( (and Irish). The belief has become common 
that to be elected to Congress and the presidency, a candi¬ 
date must propitiate the Roman Catholic vote. The present 
program of the Church is to approve of Protestant candidates 
who are susceptible to clerical influence, but the ultimate 
intention is to favor those who are of the “only true faith.” 

The Democratic bosses of New York frankly stated that 
their candidate for governor must be a Catholic. Apparently, 
they are trying to catch up with Massachusetts whose former 
governor recently announced that all the chief administra¬ 
tors of his state were Knights of Columbus. It is only too 
obvious that when the Catholics are strong enough, they 
will insist on a Catholic candidate for the presidency of the 
whole country. The defeat of Alfred Smith for that office 
proved that, at present, even an excellent man of the Roman 
faith is at a big disadvantage, because of the intrinsically un¬ 
democratic character of his Church. His statement that he 
believed “in absolute freedom of conscience for all and in 
an equality of all churches, all sects and all beliefs before the 


1) An Ambassador to the Vatican, obtainable from the Baptist Joint Com¬ 
mittee, Washington, D. C. 
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law (italics added) as a matter of right and not as a matter 
of favor” is said by McCabe 2 ’ to have been permitted by his 
‘‘clerical guides.” If this is true, the “guides” reversed the 
terms of a clerical statement made in Rome in 1850 when 
Protestant worship there was permitted to citizens of the 
United States only as a concession, and not as a right ( cf. 
Moehlman, The Churchman, February 1, 1952, p. 12). In 
Smith’s statement, the equality of all Churches is a right they 
have before the law (but not, of course, before divine law). 
His Church would make the same admission, but also add 
that laws can be changed and that they hope to change them. 

A few years ago, to return to the Democratic Party, the 
entire delegation, numbering forty-eight, from Massachu¬ 
setts to its national convention was Catholic, and its recent 
successor at Chicago seems to have continued the tradition 
for heavy Catholic membership. The Nation (August 4, 
1951), “at the risk of giving offense,” said that “the Repub¬ 
lican Party in Cook County (Ill.) is largely the vehicle of the 
Protestants while the Democratic Party is the voice of the 
Catholics . . . At Chicago, in 1944, a Catholic cluster of 
political shamrocks from Missouri, Illinois, New York and 
New Jersey, without the slightest difficulty, killed the candi¬ 
dacy of Mr. Byrnes for the vice-presidential nomination on 
the national Democratic ticket. They merely stated that he 
would not get the Catholic vote. Why? It seems that Mr. 
Byrnes, at the mature age of twenty-seven, had left the Catho¬ 
lic Church and joined the Presbyterian. Whether or not the 
rumor is correct that St. Patrick’s in New York City turned 
on the heat against the apostate, the effect on members of 
Congress was quite obvious. The year after the blunt declara¬ 
tion that Byrnes would not get the vote of his former Church, 
fifteen senators and eighty-one representatives visited the 
Pope between January 1 and September 30 according to The 
New York Times (October 1, 1945). The paper predicted 

—) The Papacy in Politics Today, p. 18. Cf. Moehlman, op. cit., pp. 49-50. 
The complete text of Smith’s statement is given by Dawson, Separate Church 
and Now, p. 180. 
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that “before the year’s end Pope Pius will have interviewed 
one in every five members of Congress.” After that, the Pope 
addressed at least four more such groups on November 
2, 1945; October 8, 1947; November 17, 1949; and December 
4, 1949. 3> What a congeries of sapajous these congressmen 
are! There is no reason to assume that the size of this herd 
was due to the fact that during the war these legislators, un¬ 
able to get into the sacred city, had put their religious fervor 
in cold storage until the conflict should end. The avalanche 
was precipitated by an eager desire to prove to constituents 
at home that they were not at all tainted with the heresy of 
Mr. Byrnes. How apposite here is the remark of Blanshard, 
“Catholic power makes cowards of more men in public life 
than we like to think.” There was one relieving touch. A 
naive Protestant congressman threw his arm around the 
Pope’s shoulder and said: “Now, Pope, we want you to come 
to the United States and visit us. How about it?” The Catho¬ 
lic lobby in Washington is neither Democratic nor Repub¬ 
lican, but rather Catholic; it will accept collaboration from 
or put pressure upon both parties, with the unwavering in¬ 
tention of superseding both ultimately. One may expect 
from now on more quartets of apocalyptic horsemen mounted 
on steeds not of red, white, and blue, but rather of the yellow 
of the Vatican. 

The Catholic hostility toward Mr. Byrnes did not end 
with the repudiation of him at Chicago. When, as Secretary 
of State, he proposed (1946) that Germany remain demili¬ 
tarized under the control of the Allies for a period of forty 
years at least, constant pressure was put upon President 
Truman to relieve him of the secretaryship. One of the 
chief opponents of his foreign policy was Mr. G. F. Kennan 
who “became the de facto secretary of State” 3 4 * when General 

3) For the substance of the Pope’s remarks on these occasions, see F. J. 
Powers, Papal Pronouncements on the Political Order (1952), pp. 192, 191, 
175. 

4) For comments upon the policy of Mr. Kennan, one should consult T. H. 
Tetens, Germany Plots with the Kremlin, pp. 184ff; Avro Manhattan, Catho¬ 
lic Imperialism, p. 48. 
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Marshall succeeded to that office. Now the Vatican, which 
most certainly yearns for a German “sword of the Church,” 
repolished by Catholic leadership and put to use again as 
in Yugoslavia during World War II, was not distressed to 
see Mr. Kennan determine the foreign policy of the United 
States. His pro-German inclinations, which Tetens has been 
at pains to verify, do not indicate that a return of the Ger¬ 
many of 1913 would mean a devastating war whether or not 
it is called Nazi. Tetens justly chides Kennan for his failure 
to mention in his book, American Diplomacy, the German- 
planned program of wholesale slaughter of noncombatants 
which did not provoke the denunciation of the Catholic 
Hitler by the Catholic clergy of Germany. It is not to be ex¬ 
pected that Mr. Byrnes will be invited to speak at Notre 
Dame University. 

What is so distressing about the mass invasion of the Holy 
See by the duly elected representatives of American democ¬ 
racy is that, before World War II and during its early years, 
the Vatican was a collaborator of Catholic Nazism, our bitter 
enemy. Apparently, none of the ninety-six congressmen 
called on the Archbishop of the Church of England, our 
spiritual ally, whose prayers for victory were heard by the 
Lord while turning a deaf ear toward the supplications of 
Rome. Pilgrimage to the un-American Vatican is not limited 
to congressmen. Recently, the Governor of Connecticut and 
his family had an audience with the Holy Father. Sub¬ 
sequently, they were photographed with Swiss guards at 
their side who gave the group a certain official setting. The 
photograph was published in The New York Times (August 
14, 1951). If this picture was widely published in the news¬ 
papers of Connecticut, then the audience with the Pope 
assumes, in addition to any expression of respect and religious 
devotion it may have, the character of a potential political 
asset in a state where there is a heavy Catholic vote. The fate 
of Mr. Byrnes suggests a negative revision of Mr. Pinci’s 
statement that so far as known no Catholic vote singly or 
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en bloc has ever been lined up against a non-Catholic simply 
because of his religious convictions” (Catholic World, No¬ 
vember, 1950). The Catholic lobby at Washington will 
hardly fail to realize the significance of the congressional 
pilgrimage to the Holy See. Catholic control of the votes of 
the faithful probably contributed to the overwhelming 
victory in the primaries of Senator McCarthy of Wisconsin 
whose many obstreperous accusations of communistic lean¬ 
ings have served and are serving the Catholic program of 
attack upon democracy and Protestantism. 

Catholic clericals are conspicuous in frequently empha¬ 
sizing the danger of insidious communistic infiltration into 
the national life. There is a marked similarity between Sena¬ 
tor McCarthy’s technique of rash accusation and that of his 
fellow-churchmen in branding organizations as communistic 
which are far more American than the Roman Church 
could ever be. 5) There is no more convenient screen than the 
charge of communism for the Church’s program of achieving 
by drastic means the conversion of the United States to its 
faith. It has just been remarked that the Catholic quartet in 
control of the National Democratic Convention in 1944 said 
that Byrnes could not get the Catholic vote. The power which 
withholds the Catholic vote from one candidate can also give 
it to another. The disposition of the Church to tell its mem¬ 
bers how to vote was also neatly illustrated by the plebiscite 
in the Saar where, as the result of the Vatican’s instructions 
to the hierarchy, there was an overwhelming vote for its re¬ 
turn to Hitler’s regime in 1935. 

Another illustration of ecclesiastically directed vote nearer 
home was the defeat of the proposed revised constitution for 

5) The author of the editorial “McCarthyism and the Campaign" ( The 
Commonweal, September 12, 1952), who reveals himself as an American richly 
endowed with just criticism, presents a devastating estimate of a favorite son 
of the American Legion. But is this opinion the prevailing Catholic view? 
Do Catholic strategists approve of the hint of McCarthy and his followers 
that “it is a sneaking sympathy for Communism which motivates anti- 
McCarthyism"? 
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the state of New Jersey in 1944. The adverse vote was cast in 
large part by the Democratic Party, the leader of which had 
declared, some years before, that he was the law. In his vigor¬ 
ous campaign against the new charter, he was decisively 
assisted by his Catholic Church. Its priests throughout the 
state were told to instruct their congregations to vote against 
the charter. In many parishes, these instructions were given 
on the Sunday preceding the day for the vote. This is politi¬ 
cal strategy which has been used by the Church before. In 
1941, Archbishop Schrembs of Cleveland issued a pastoral 
letter, urging the election of an all-Catholic school board, 
which he ordered to be read from all Catholic pulpits the 
Sunday preceding the election. When reporters called upon 
the Catholic Bishop of Newark for an explanation of the 
action of the Church, they were informed by his spokesman 
that no statement whatever would be issued! So the Catho¬ 
lics were instructed to vote against the charter without an 
official reason for so doing. The New York Times quoted a 
priest in Newark as saying that the proposed new charter 
was not “a people’s constitution,” without, however, adding 
wherein the document was inadequate. The blunt negative of 
the bishop did not meet the requirements of an open forum, 
and furthermore was a direct violation of Catholic principles 
of politics as stated by Ryan and Boland (op. cit., p. 329): “If 
any Church official, priest, bishop or Pope, were to com¬ 
mand Catholics to vote a certain way on free trade ... or any 
other political issue that involves no clear moral or religious 
question the injunction would properly be disregarded by 
substantially all to whom it was addressed. Even in regard to 
political matters that have a distinct moral aspect, the au¬ 
thorities never issued instructions unless the question is of 
very grave importance and its moral or religious implica¬ 
tions are evident to all.” In the vote on the charter there was 
no moral or religious question which was “evident to all.” 
Such denial by the Church had been even more emphatically 
put by Archbishop Ireland in 1913 when he declared before 
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the National Convention of the Federation of American 
Catholic Societies: “It is a calumny that we deeply resent, to 
say that in civic and political matters Catholic voters are 
under the influence of the Church.” According to a recent 
pronouncement of the Knights of Columbus, “The only in¬ 
fluence on the political action of the people which we claim 
for the Catholic Church is that which it exerts on the mind, 
the heart and the conscience . . . The people will thus come 
to see and to desire what is just and right and will give to 
the government a wise and just direction.” The Bishop of 
Newark hardly exemplified this ideal when he issued his 
order, and then refused to inform his faithful why he dic¬ 
tated how they should vote. Perhaps he was guided by the 
pronouncement of Pius XI that “it is our right and duty to 
deal authoritatively with social and economic problems.” 
On the possibilities of such generalized pronouncements, cf. 
Blanshard, Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 
60. The late Bishop Walsh’s refusal to give the public the 
reason for his action was in conformity with ecclesiastical 
pattern. 

Another illustration of such refusal, which occurred about 
a century ago, is worth citing. The incident is related by 
J. W. Laurens, The Crisis (1855), pp. 257-260. A Rev. Brady, 
pastor of the Catholic church in Middletown, Conn., was 
“much beloved by his flock and respected by the whole Prot¬ 
estant community for his usefulness.” He had “gathered a 
large society and erected a spacious and elegant church edi¬ 
fice.” But, unfortunately, he had protested certain actions of 
his bishop. The bishop brought a new priest to take Brady’s 
place, but the congregation clung to their old pastor. Some¬ 
one nailed up the doors of the church (shades of Luther!) 
and posted this notice on the main portal: “Let no man take 
this down till the bishop gives a reason for removing Mr. 
Brady from his beloved congregation. Let no man dare to.” 
The new priest arrived and tore down the notice, asking for 
an explanation. An elderly man replied that the parishioners 
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did not wish to lose Rev. Brady, and that they were outraged 
by his removal without a statement as to the reason. The 
new pastor said that it was not incumbent upon the bishop 
to give any reason, and that “if he should give a reason for 
his actions he would be no longer bishop.” 

The major significance of the directed ballot on the new 
charter for New Jersey was that the Catholic Church felt 
itself in no wise accountable to the public in a secular mat¬ 
ter, even in the democratic United States. The only alleviat¬ 
ing circumstance was that not every Catholic meekly accepted 
dictation from his priest. Sixteen men, on hearing the order 
to reject the charter, arose from their seats and, according to 
report, stamped out of the Catholic church in Hightstown— 
proof that a liberal independent spirit can and does coexist 
with the Catholic faith in this country. Those men and their 
co-religionists in Trenton, who are reported to have made 
the same retreat, are good Americans. But, apparently, a very 
large phalanx of the devout, even including the invalid and 
the cripple, responded to the ecclesiastical bugle call with 
alacrity. How effective was the holy summons to defeat the 
charter, and thus establish some kind of merit for the indi¬ 
vidual, may be determined (with close approximation to the 
truth) by the vote of men in military service who were be¬ 
yond the reach of clerical order. These men—certainly a rep¬ 
resentative cross section of the citizens of New Jersey—voted 
87,946 for, and 22,644 against the new charter; that is, four 
to one in favor of it. This absentee vote was not affected by 
the opposition of the Church, because that opposition was 
withheld till the latest possible moment. Thus, the advocates 
of the charter had no time to counteract the strategic move 
of the Church. The absentees were relatively so few that they 
could be ignored. Had the sanctuary in Newark observed its 
announced principles of politics, as well as the American 
tradition of keeping church and state separate, the revised 
constitution would certainly have been accepted at that time. 

Now what was the reason for the opposition of the Church, 












THE CATHOLIC CHURCH AND THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY 205 

since neither moral nor religious considerations were in¬ 
volved? The reason was that the boss of Jersey City, a devout 
Catholic, needed the help of his Church. The story is essen¬ 
tially this: The legislation, passed in the Edison administra¬ 
tion, made the tax returns to Jersey City very unattractive. 
However, no vociferous outburst came from Mayor Hague 
at that time, because the railroad earnings, due to the war, 
continued high. His city gained more revenue despite the 
unfavorable legislation, as appears from the statistics to be 
cited presently. The proposed constitution of 1944, which was 
defeated, would have continued the tax policy of the Edison 
administration. Mayor Hague had good reason to believe 
that, when railroad earnings declined after the war, the 
revenues of his city would also decline. That this assumption 
was correct is shown by such revenues for the years 1945, 
1946 and 1947, given below. Mr. Hague could, therefore, be 
expected to oppose any constitution which continued the 
unfavorable taxation for his city by the Edison legislation. 
In the Constitution of 1947, which was passed without diffi¬ 
culty, he was able to obtain the favorable taxation he desired 
by the inclusion of article VIII, section 1, which reads in 
part: “All real property assessed and taxed locally or by the 
State for allotment and payment to taxing districts shall be 
assessed according to the same standard of value; and such 
real property shall be taxed at the general tax rate of the 
taxing district in which the property is situated, for the use 
of such taxing district ” (italics added). 6 ' The moment this 
constitution went into effect, the revenues of Jersey City 
from railroad property increased as is shown by its income 
for the years 1948, 1949 and 1950. 


6) For this text, see State of New Jersey, A New Constitution for the State , 
p. 74, published by The Law Revision and Bill-Drafting Commission. 
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RAILROAD PROPERTY AND FRANCHISE TAXES 
PAID TO JERSEY CITY A/C RAILROAD TAXES 
FOR THE YEARS 1943 TO 1950 


Property and Franchise Taxes 


Year 


1943 

$6,740,561.53 

1944 

6,148,386.95 

1945 

5,638,946.30 

1946 

4,368,724.23 

1947 

3,757,113.29 

1948 

7,697,475.20 

+ 1949 

7,051,830.33 

1950 

7,325,999.07 


+The tax for this year was increased by $85,396.26 
which is withheld by the State pending appeal. 

These figures, which come from the Engineering and Rail¬ 
road Tax Bureau of New Jersey, clearly show why the boss of 
Jersey City was determined to block a new charter for the 
state, which continued the unfavorable tax legislation of the 
Edison administration; why, too, he favored the Constitution 
of 1947 which was readily approved. There was, of course, 
another motive behind the opposition of the boss to the pro¬ 
posed Constitution of 1944, that of political animosity. 
Governor Edison and Governor Edge supported the revision 
which the boss had to oppose on political grounds. But since 
a politician must have some basis on which to rally his fol¬ 
lowers besides hatred, the issue of railroad taxes came in 
handy. In Jersey City, which has enormous railroad proper¬ 
ties as a terminus for several roads, the collection of a large 
tax from such property is a matter of vital importance to 
the municipality. The boss could count on the local vote, but 
not on that of the state as a whole. Hence, his appeal to his 
Church for help. This was readily forthcoming, probably be¬ 
cause his regime had favored the Church in its charitable and 
other activities. A history of the public school in Jersey City 
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and vicinity might shed some light on the collaboration of 
the churchman and politician. The most significant aspect 
of the vote on the charter in 1944 was that the 110,590 
absentees, who were beyond reach of the Church, voted 4 
to 1 to accept the charter. Their vote showed beyond a 
shadow of a doubt that priestly collaboration in politics is 
a potent tool for the boss, generally the Catholic boss. It in¬ 
creased the revenues of Jersey City by $4,000,000 in 1948. Is 
it any wonder that sheepish congressmen, who want the 
Catholic vote, flock to the Roman Shepherd? Did Senator 
R. C. Hendrickson of New Jersey have this incident in mind 
when he called (August, 1952) on the Pope? 

The strategy of delaying the opposition till the last mo¬ 
ment, of which an example has just been given, was em¬ 
ployed by the Church against Mrs. Sanger. One recalls that 
the large crowd, which wished to hear her speak, only upon 
arrival at Town Hall learned of the outrageously arbitrary 
and un-American action of the then Archbishop Hayes in 
ordering the New York police to bar the doors and prevent 
the lecture. The archbishop knew that any announcement 
of his intention in advance of the lecture would have given 
the public a chance to go into court, and prevent his viola¬ 
tion of the constitutional right freely to assemble. Another 
example of “this last-minute strategy” is given by Dr. George 
P. Howard in his extremely enlightening book, Religious 
Liberty in Latin America (1944). The Peruvian hierarchy 
unsuccessfully sought to prevent a Latin American confer¬ 
ence of Protestant youths in the capital of that country in 
1942. There was no intimation of this intention until the 
delegates were already on their way. 

Some realization of the power of the Catholic vote is to be 
derived from J. J. Murphy’s pamphlet, How Many Catho¬ 
lics Really Are There? When President Roosevelt considered 
lifting the embargo on arms to the Spanish Republic, an 
archbishop “promptly threatened to withdraw the support of 
the conventional but greatly exaggerated bloc of 20,000,000 
Catholic votes (ibid., p. 18). The embargo continued.” In 
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this successful threat to the president of a democratic country, 
one again sees an achievement of Catholic Action which is 
said to be 100 per cent Jesuit. It exercises heavy but quiet 
pressure upon Washington, when occasion arises, and splen¬ 
didly illustrates the fact that a well-organized Catholic 
minority in this country can dictate to the majority—a dic¬ 
tation the success of which is due to public apathy. Had the 
archbishop s action with regard to Spain been of a neutral 
character, and in restraint of both parties to the civil strife, 
that action would have commanded the approval and praise 
of all those who desire peace and fair play. But the Catholic 
Church could not be neutral in Spain. How appropriate here 
is a reference to the Christmas message of Pius XII (1944): 

Masses of people who have been reduced to a mere machine 
can be used by the state to impose its plans on the better part 
of the people. The masses are the enemy of true democracy.” 
T he masses certainly proved as much when they voted as they 
were told to vote by the Church in the matter of a revised 
constitution of New Jersey. 













TWELVE 


Catholics in Strategic Government Posts 

THE LOGICAL CONCOMITANT OF INFILTRATION OF ROMAN 
Catholics into the boards of public schools and their faculties, 
and into the supreme councils of city, state and national 
Democratic organizations, is their appearance in strategic 
government posts. Mr. Truman named more Catholics to his 
cabinet than any other president. These members may be 
Americans first and churchmen second, but there can be no 
question that such an increase is a certain index of greater 
Catholic influence at the Capitol than ever before. With the 
nomination of Judge McGranery as Attorney General, 
former President Truman seemed to recognize a prior claim 
of Catholics to that office. 

Judge McGranery was tire sixth Catholic to head the De¬ 
partment of Justice. That, sooner or later in such a series of 
appointments, there will appear one who is subservient to 
his Church is shown by the declaration of the recently dis¬ 
missed Attorney General McGrath who publicly rejected 
our tradition of the separation of church and state. (By 
church he meant, of course, the Catholic Church.) Is it any 
wonder that Cardinal Spellman, very greatly concerned, 
telephoned Truman from Japan urging him not to dis¬ 
miss McGrath? Is it any wonder that Truman’s secretary, Mr. 
Connelly, shared the protest of his superior, the cardinal? 
Neither the cardinal nor the secretary was influenced in the 
least, apparently, by the record of McGrath, as summarized by 
Professor Fowler Harper of the Yale Law School: “Every¬ 
thing about McGrath’s career points to the conclusion that 
by inclination, training and profession he is not a man to be 
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trusted when political expediency is on one side, political 
principle on the other” (The Nation, November 24, 1951). 
McGrath’s successor seemed to justify the fear that Catholic 
appointments to high places in the government service are 
dictated by other considerations than those of untarnished 
Americanism. District Attorney Dilworth of Philadelphia 
said: “The appointment of McGranery as Attorney General 
of the United States is so bad as to be almost unbelievable. 
For the regime of McGranery will be marked by incompe¬ 
tence, bias, favoritism and ward politics at its worst” (The 
Nation, April 12, 1952). 

In the light of this appraisal, it is not surprising that Mc¬ 
Granery denied the Rev. Michael Scott of England and 
South Africa the right to speak in churches in the New York 
area. As a result, the United Nations observer for the Inter¬ 
national League for the Rights of Man had to decline an 
invitation to preach in the Cathedral of St. John the Divine, 
an invitation which had been extended to him by the Protes¬ 
tant Episcopal Bishop of New York! Rev. Scott had refused 
on principle to sign a questionnaire as to his political beliefs 
(a constitutional privilege) and associations. In denying the 
preacher the right to speak, the Attorney General put him¬ 
self in the lustreless category of Cardinal Hayes who pre¬ 
vented Mrs. Sanger from speaking in New York. It is ob¬ 
viously a potential threat to the right of free speech to have 
a Catholic Attorney General in Washington. If Cardinal 
Spellman urged Truman not to dismiss McGrath, is it not 
highly probable that he has repeatedly sought to appoint 
Catholics to important office who will be his spokesmen in 
matters of ecclesiastical policy, as Timone on the Board of 
Education of New 'iork City is said to be? Does power to con¬ 
trol appointments to the Department of Justice have, as its 
corollary, strong influence in the FBI? As for the secretary to 
former President Truman, he is said to have concerned him¬ 
self particularly with affairs of the Roman Catholic Church, 
and to be close to Franco’s active Washington lobby. Such 
associations hardly qualified the secretary for his job. He 
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forgot that Franco congratulated the Japanese on their attack 
on Pearl Harbor, and that Franco’s attitude toward our ideal 
of government is unqualified hostility. Neither Connelly nor 
the cardinal will protest the announcement of Mr. Paul A. 
Porter, then acting Mutual Security Administrator, that 
Franco is not to be pressed to reform his regime. One can¬ 
not do better than cite the stinging comment of The Nation 
(January 12, 1952): “The sickening fact is not that we exact 
no political concessions from Franco but that we should ally 
ourselves with him on any terms.” In accepting Franco as 
he is and has been, the United States converts into enemies 
the oppressed people of Spain. If we cannot support liberty 
in other countries, how can it survive here? The moment 
Franco has the chance, he will revert to further open ex¬ 
pressions of hostility to the democratic ideals of this country, 
and the reversion may come sooner than expected. 

It is not to be assumed, for a moment, that all Catholics in 
national service are servants of the Church rather than of 
the State. 1 * Nor is there reason to believe that the Church has 
discontinued a practice, so much in vogue years ago, as to 
have provoked the following criticism: “One of the persistent, 
skillful, astute and successful plans of political Romanism” 
is to put its devotees in confidential secretarial relations with 
the heads of departments and those entrusted with executive 
and official secrets. Government agents of Catholic faith have 
been assigned to posts in Germany where the former Nazis, 
now susceptible to Catholic dictation, are recovering their 
power as the Vatican wishes them to do. A commentator on 
U.S. policy in Germany notes that the Bavarian “darlings” 
of R. D. Murphy and Col. Keegan (Col. Charles E. Keegan, 
later to become Mayor of New York for a day, and said to be 
a Tammany associate) “turned out to be former Nazi high 
officials or helpers of the Nazi underground.” Mr. Murphy is 
partly of German lineage. Did Cardinal Spellman name 


1) See, however, an emphatic opinion to the contrary in Chap. VII of 
Manhattan's Catholic Imperialism and World Freedom. The chapter is en¬ 
titled: Subjects of the Church, First—Citizens of the State, Second. 
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Keegan to his Bavarian post as he nominated Timone for 
the Board of Education of New York City? 

Carolus, writing in The Nation from Bonn, says that 
“Adenauer has a consuming ambition to reinstate German 
Catholicism in the high place from which it was toppled by 
Luther, adding that ‘ what Berlin once was for Bismarck’s 
Protestant-dominated Germany, Cologne is now for the fifty 
million inhabitants of the Catholic West.” Adenauer’s spir¬ 
itual adviser is Cardinal Fringe whom Davidson describes as 
a cleric of the darkest hue.” la) The same correspondent says 
that the West German state is a Catholic base, and that the 
demand for German rearmament goes hand in hand with the 
demand for Spain’s admission to the Atlantic Pact (The 
Nation, February 17, 1951). This rehabilitation of Nazis 
will satisfy Cardinal Faulhaber who declared that “Nazism 
must not be allowed to rise after the war” (May 12, 1945), 
and also will satisfy the Pope who branded as satanic the 
Nazism of Hitler with whom his predecessor had once made 
a concordat! If Adenauer, who daily recites the rosary to Our 
Lady of Fatima, has his way, there will be no dispute with 
the Vatican over the instruction of the German youth. 

The upsurge of the neo-Fascist movement in Italy is prob¬ 
ably inspired by Adenauer’s increasing boldness. It is, of 
course, desirable that the Nazi resurgence should be mini¬ 
mized. So now Dr. George Shuster, the former land com¬ 
missioner for Bavaria, a Catholic of German lineage, be¬ 
littles the program of its revival under Adenauer. This 
appears to be of a piece with the efforts of the Catholic 
Church to keep the United States out of both world wars in 
order that Nazi ambitions might be the more certain of suc¬ 
cess. It is significant that three former Hitler generals have 
been chosen as corps commanders for the German contingent 
of the European army. And is it not a clear index of the Nazi 

la) The vote at the Bundestag at Bonn in March, 1953, on reparations to 
Isiael revealed a relatively large number of abstentions, particularly in 
Adenauer’s own party” (Congress Weekly, May 4, 1953). Apparently, the fol¬ 
lowers of the Catholic Adenauer share the indifference of the German 
Catholic clergy to the sufferings of the Jews during World War II. 













CATHOLICS IN STRATEGIC GOVERNMENT POSTS 213 


sympathies of the Bonn government that a Washington at¬ 
torney was engaged by Western Germany in a last-minute 
effort to save the lives of Pohl and six other Nazi war crim¬ 
inals? The attorney himself admitted that the fight to save 
these mass murderers of Dachau and Buchenwald was fi¬ 
nanced by Adenauer’s government. But Cardinal Faulhaber 
has said that Nazism must not be allowed to rise! 

The decision (February, 1953) of the “denazification” 
court at Munich that there was no evidence that General 
Jodi was a major war criminal is an ominous slap in the face 
for the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, which 
found him guilty and sentenced him to death. Despite the 
objection of the High Commission of tire United States, the 
Bavarian tribunal sustained the decision. This slap is the 
more stinging in that it violated the charter of the Tribunal, 
whose judgments were to be final and not subject to review. 
The Bavarian courts, in reversing the decision of the Tri¬ 
bunal, clearly indicated that Nazism dominates Adenauer’s 
government. The decisions of the Bavarian courts very defi¬ 
nitely seem to be acceptable to the Vatican, in the light of 
the Pope’s statement before the Congress of Penal Law at 
Rome that neutral judges should have a “decisive majority” 
in tribunals called upon to judge persons responsible for un¬ 
leashing an unjust war or waging it with excesses of cruelty 
(The New York Times, October 4, 1953). This papal state¬ 
ment was immediately interpreted in Rome as a criticism of 
the conviction of the Nazi leaders at Nuremberg. There can 
be no doubt that this statement pleased the devout Catholic 
Adenauer, and one wonders whether it was a subject of 
clerical discussion when Cardinal Spellman recently visited 
Munich. There is a suggestive coincidence in time between 
the Bavarian decisions and the Pope’s pronouncements. The 
evidence for the mutual collaboration of the Vatican and 
the Adenauer government, with its Nazi halo, is again seen 
in Adenauer’s letter to Dr. Maier, the Minister-President of 
Baden-Wiirttemberg, stating that confessional, rather than 
denominational, schools should be required in that state. 
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Adenauer was restating his previous demand that Wiirttem- 
berg “obey” the provisions of the concordat between Hitler 
and the Vatican (1933), rather than the requirement of its 
own new constitution which prescribed interdenominational 
schools. Adenauer was also repeating the demand made in 
July, 1953, by the papal nuncio to Germany, the American 
Archbishop Muench. The latter, as a result of his papal office, 
should have forfeited his American citizenship as Blanshard 
has so clearly, yet so unsuccessfully, shown in his exchanges 
with our Attorney General in Washington. 

Adenauer’s recent victory at the polls has made the Ger¬ 
man Republic (!) the decisive factor in European politics 
and, as Carolus adds, “Only the army is still missing. When 
that has been recreated, the old game can start all over again” 
(The Nation, October 17, 1953). He might have added that 
Germany is reactivating its air force. Some of its officers, in¬ 
cluding one of Goring’s aides, were entertained by the U.S. 
Air Force at Wiesbaden last April. Former aviators in our 
service justly rebuked this honor to the Nazis as “mocking 
at our sacrifices during World War II.” Their protest brought 
the reply that the honor was “a gesture of good will.” It cer¬ 
tainly was on the part of the Americans, but hardly on the 
part of their guests, among whom were several high-ranking 
former Nazi officers of the Luftwaffe. These were shown the 
latest American planes. No one may suppose, for a moment, 
that they have been tainted to the least degree with the ideals 
of American democracy. They are waiting for the day to get 
revenge for the chastisement of their superiors at Nurem¬ 
berg. 

Do Mr. Murphy and Colonel Keegan share Adenauer’s 
wish “to reinstate German Catholicism in the high place 
from which it was toppled by Luther”? It is important to 
know whether we have anyone in our strategic government 
service who shares the contempt for democracy which Gen¬ 
erals Petain, Weygand and Giraud and former Premier 
Laval, all devout Catholics, had in France. The late General 
Petain, whose liberation was demanded in a sermon preached 
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in Notre Dame at Paris, contrived to promote to key positions 
in the army, officers who could be useful to them in their 
hatred of democracy and the French Republic. Laval paid 
with his life for his betrayal of it. They created at Vichy a 
clerical state which paid money to Catholic schools contrary 
to existing state law. Laval’s fate seems to bear out the sting¬ 
ing comment of McCabe: “Laval is, after the Nazi leaders, 
the most loathed and loathsome man in Europe. There is 
something obscene about his efforts to help in securing a 
German victory . . . But the one thing about him that even 
our Catholic papers will not tell is that he is a strong Catho¬ 
lic and friend of the present Pope.” Needless to say, the 
higher Catholic clergy in France was pro-Nazi. Cardinal 
Suhard of Paris was outspokenly so, and was not allowed to 
attend the solemn Thanksgiving for the liberation of France 
in Notre Dame. De Gaulle asked the Pope for permission to 
bring the cardinal to trial, but nothing happened. So great 
was die victory of the Church, at this appalling humiliation 
of France, that the Osservatore Romano hailed it as “the 
dawn of a new and radiant day not only for France but for 
Europe and the world.” This statement, in spite of the ter¬ 
rible danger to which the French collapse exposed England, 
was approvingly quoted by the (English) Catholic Herald, 
in which a writer stated: “All that is vital in the soul of 
France, purified and glorified in heroic suffering, can look 
out once more upon Europe with a clear Christian (italics 
added) purpose.” Cardinal Hinsley, fully aware of the Vati¬ 
can’s hatred of England, feebly explained that this stuff . . . 
was “unofficial.” “Yet the Catholic Press,” continues McCabe, 
“has been curiously reticent about the faith of Laval, and 
Catholic influence has kept it out of the general press. He 
was so loathed at Vichy itself that he was at once driven out, 
but the Germans found him too useful to be sacrificed. Laval 
was almost the only leader in French political life who was, 
like the sinister Bonnet, a Catholic . . . Von Papen, another 
slimy figure of this painful prewar period, was appointed a 
chamberlain at the papal court. Matsuoka, the vilest of the 
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Japanese agents . . . received a gold medal from the Pope. 
Laval was invested with the insignia of the order of Pius IX, 
and his daughter (like Mussolini’s) received the special papal 
gift to ladies, a gold and coral rosary. The present Pope, then 
Cardinal Pacelli and Secretary of State, had conferences with 
Laval; and a year or two later, Pacelli visited Paris, to its 
wide-eyed astonishment, and Laval got another papal decora¬ 
tion.” 2 > 

The mention of Giraud brings to mind an interesting 
activity of Mr. Murphy. The New York Times of May 14, 
194o, contains a wireless message from its correspondent in 
Paris reporting a second attack upon Murphy for intervening 
in the processes of French justice. The first attack, on May 5, 
1945, charged that Murphy persuaded the French authorities 
to release from prison one Jean Rigaud, a Vichy official in 
North Africa. Mr. Murphy had been charge d’affaires in 
Vichy during July-August, 1940, and in November, 1942, had 
prepared for Allied landings in North Africa. But why 
should he have intervened in a purely French affair of jus¬ 
tice? The second attack upon him was that he also intervened 
in favor of Jacques Lemaigre-Dubreuil, formerly chief ad¬ 
viser to General Giraud in North Africa, who was also re¬ 
leased. The French had charged that Lemaigre-Dubreuil and 
Rigaud had worked with and for German interests during the 
Vichy regime. 

In the light of these French accusations, one may quite 
properly question the qualifications of Mr. Murphy for his 
high post. At whose suggestion did he intervene on behalf of 
pro-Nazi Frenchmen? The great joy of the Vatican over the 
establishment of the Catholic Vichy regime which Laval 
headed, encourages the suspicion that Mr. Murphy had his 
eyes on the Vatican rather than on the Capitol at Washing¬ 
ton. His performance raises a question as to the wisdom of 
appointing a devout Catholic to high office in the councils 
of democracy. The same question is raised again in the case 

2) The Papacy in Politics Today, pp. 81-82. In July, 1946, Matsuoka, who 
was charged with being a war criminal, became a Catholic. 
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of former Attorney General J. H. McGrath. Recently, Mr. 
Leo Pfeffer, 2a) speaking at the Law School of the University 
of Chicago, called upon McGrath to apologize to the Ameri¬ 
can people for his statement before the National (Roman) 
Catholic Educational Association at Cleveland: “If anything, 
the state and the church (the Catholic Church?) must not 
have any fence between them.” Was this why Cardinal Spell¬ 
man opposed his dismissal? Mr. Pfeffer’s criticism of this sub¬ 
versive remark deserves the widest circulation: “The found¬ 
ing fathers most emphatically desired strict separation be¬ 
tween church and state and in fact strongly opposed any use 
of public funds for any religious purposes precisely because 
they feared such use would be an opening wedge whose en¬ 
largements would threaten to crumble that wall (between 
church and state).” Mr. Pfeffer then cited the decision of the 
Supreme Court in 1947 and 1948 which unanimously rejected 
the Catholic proposition that the First Amendment was only 
intended to forbid the creation of an established church (New 
York Times, May 11, 1951). * 3) The Roman Catholics, Mr. 
Murphy and Mr. McGrath, both seem, in the light of this 
evidence, to lean too far toward the Eternal City to suit the 
demands of traditional Americanism. It seems perfectly fair, 
in view of our insistence upon democratic ideals as qualifica¬ 
tions for public office, that these officers be asked to state 
whether they accept, without reservation, the dictum of Pope 
Pius X: “It is our strict duty to direct all men without ex¬ 
ception ... in the political order and thus to direct not only 
the governed but rulers as well.” Do Murphy and McGrath 
accept the utterly arrogant and fictitious claim of Boniface 
VIII that “every human creature, under the rigid necessity 
of saving his soul, must be subject to the Roman Pontiff”? 
This is an unqualified negation of the basic rights of the 
citizens whom they are chosen to serve. It is the policy of the 
Vatican to destroy every republic by penetrating into it 

2a) Author of the book Church, State and Freedom (1953). 

3) For a revealing discussion of this sinister maneuver, see Thayer, The 
Attack upon the Secular School, pp. 49, 74ff. 
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through military or political channels. This happened in 
Spain, Mexico, Czechoslovakia, and France. Will it happen 
in the Lnited States? O Connors and Coughlins are sympto¬ 
matic, but visionary. 

Recent appointments to important posts in the service of 
the government must be a cause of some satisfaction to the 
Catholic lobby in Washington, Mr. Murphy, formerly Am¬ 
bassador to Japan, has been appointed Deputy Under Secre¬ 
tary of State, and consequently slated to be Under Secretary 
in the near future. He had served under General Eisenhower 
as political adviser on German affairs, and later joined the 
staff of General Clay in the same capacity. It would be inter¬ 
esting to know whether their opinions of Nazis were in any 
way influenced by Mr. Murphy. Did General Clay get from 
him the notion that “Nazism was completely dead”? The 
statement, made by the general when he was U.S. Military 
Governor in West Germany, led Ernest Leiser to observe 
that if Clay was right, there are nearly half a million ghosts 
in Lower Saxony alone where every seventh member of the 
legislature has dedicated himself to the resurrection of 
Nazism (.Prevent World War III, no. 38, p. 34). 4 > And do 
Eisenhower and his close friend Clay, along with Murphy, 
believe that German military chiefs were responsible for 
Nazi crimes, and that these crimes do not tarnish the honor 
of the German Army? Does not such a belief play into the 
hands of the Roman Church which keenly desires to see the 
rehabilitation of a Catholic German Army? Moreover, is not 
such a rehabilitation the more dangerous in view of the fact 
that a large French Army is tied down in Indochina? Do 
Clay and Murphy share President Eisenhower’s idea that 
“whether or not there are to be diplomatic connections with 
the Vatican is to be determined on the basis of advantageous 
connections for this country.” 

This statement indicates that President Eisenhower is in¬ 
clined to propitiate the Vatican. He told a conference of 

4) J°o r , a severe criticism of Cla y’ s rccor d in Germany, see the same brochure 
pp. 45-31. 
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Protestant, Roman Catholic and Jewish chaplains in Hol¬ 
land that the Pope has set an example to the free world in 
his leadership against communism. He did not add that the 
Pope had played a hopelessly undemocratic role in Yugo¬ 
slavia, Ethiopia and Colombia. President Eisenhower’s 
description of himself as a “nearly fanatic Protestant” is 
somewhat modified by his congratulation of Cardinal Mc¬ 
Intyre in California on the papal bestowal upon him of the 
red cap. The President expressed his regret at his inability 
to be present in Los Angeles to honor the new cardinal. He 
might, at the same time, have expressed his regret that this 
new cardinal “is a noted enemy of the public schools,” the 
cornerstone of our traditional democracy. The cardinal’s 
opposition to the public school appears to be bearing fruit 
in Los Angeles. The President’s placation of the Roman 
Catholic Church is seen again in the appointment of Clare 
Boothe Luce as Ambassador to Italy. This has worried 
Protestants justly, the more so because the press announced 
that, as Ambassador to Italy, “she is expected also to main¬ 
tain a close association with the Vatican.” 5) Whether or not 
the newspapers were Catholic-inspired in making such a 
statement, it is clear that the appointment of Mrs. Luce—a 
recent convert to Catholicism—is a spectacular attempt to 
appease the Vatican. It is hardly possible that, had Mrs. 
Luce remained a Protestant, she would have been given 
such a post. Perhaps the appointment was a compromise 
advisable in the face of the repudiation of any diplomatic 
tie with the Vatican by a great majority of the American 
people. 

Another obvious illustration of papal appeasement was the 
failure of the government to take the prescribed legal action 
on Blanshard’s petition to annul the American citizenship 

5) Will Mrs. Luce, as the representative of her democratic country, express 
to the Pope her spiritual satisfaction at the “drama of salvation” of the 
Yugoslavs who, during World War II, were faced with a choice between 
conversion to her Church or death, and by accepting forced conversion, had 
“hairbreadth escapes from perdition," to quote her own words (Under the 
Fig Tree, in J. A. O’Brien's The Road to Damascus, p. 216)? 








220 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


of Archbishop O’Hara, the papal nuncio to Ireland. Blan- 
shard cited the specification of the McCarran Immigration 
and Nationality Act which reads: An American citizen shall 
lose his nationality by “accepting, serving in or performing 
the duties of any office, post, or employment under the gov¬ 
ernment of a foreign state ... for which office ... an oath, 
affirmation or declaration of allegiance is required . . .” 6 > 
The petition was presented February 16, 1953, but on March 
4 it was reported that the petition had been rejected. “No 
official statement was issued and further inquiries were met 
with silence.” Later, a reply was received which Blanshard 
said was not responsive.” Ba) Our government just did not 
have the courage in its democratic soul to apply the law. Its 
failure to do so invalidates the provision in question, and is a 
tacit recognition by Eisenhower’s Administration of the papal 
claim that the Catholic Church is above the law. 

What advantage can there be for a democratic country in 
a diplomatic tie tvith a totalitarian Church which has been 
and is the unceasing enemy of all democracy, and yearns to 
participate in its destruction? What does the President say 
about the absolutely certain fact that the Vatican transmitted 
to Hitler the plan of the invasion of Italy by way of North 
Africa? « b > Very significant was the appointment of Mr. Mur¬ 
phy as Ambassador to Japan where Cardinal Spellman has 
been recently. Did their presence there have something to do 
with a program to revive the alliance of Japan with Germany 
and Italy? 6 7) Hiroo Mukai, writing in The Nation (July 12, 
1952), reports the alarm of Japanese democrats at the speed 
with which the country is returning to its pre-war form,” 
and at the influence the ultra-nationalists have already 

6) I he text of Mr. Blanshard’s petition, presented to the United States 
Embassy in Dublin, is quoted in full in the monthly review, Church and 
State, March, 1953. Should not Archbishop Muensch, papal nuncio for West 
Germany, and Bishop Hurley, papal legate to Yugoslavia, be mentioned in 
such a petition? Cf. J. P. McKnight, The Papacy, p. 333. 

6a) For details, see Church and State, July, 1953. 

6b) Was not the traitor here as guilty as the Rosenbergs who were con¬ 
victed of passing on information to the Soviet? 

7) On neo-fascism v. Werner, Congress Weekly, December 21, 1953. 
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gained. He adds that “the current nationalist movement as 
a whole is said to be more anti-American than anti-com¬ 
munist . . . that the nationalists are eager to oust the Ameri¬ 
can troops from Japan, and that full freedom of action has 
been restored to more than ninety per cent of the former 
army and navy officers. 7a) The Japanese democrats fear that 
public sentiment in the United States will call for a rearmed 
Japan, the consequence of which will be a revival of ultra¬ 
nationalism with the Emperor as Supreme Commander.” 
The writer’s prediction that the ultra-nationalists will “em¬ 
phasize the inefficiency of democratic procedures in govern¬ 
ment and denounce any excessive use of freedom” could 
have been borrowed from the supporters of J. J. O’Connor’s 
program (see p. 122). A vital question is: Did Cardinal Spell¬ 
man go to Japan just to talk with soldiers, to promote the 
interests of the democratic Japanese, or did he go to en¬ 
courage the ultra-nationalists in any possible wish they may 
have to unite with renascent fascism and Nazism? He seems 
to be the most peripatetic cardinal of the college. He served 
as emissary to the Vatican for Roosevelt in 1943, went to 
Colombia where he could hardly have served as military 
vicar of chaplains and, more recently, has visited Munich 
and Ireland. He is an intimate friend of the Pope. The 
power of Spellman, the political emissary-in-chief of the 
Vatican, prompts another query. When Cardinal Minds- 
zenty asked the American Minister to Hungary that the 
United States intervene to help him in his predicament, due 
to his subversive maneuvers against the government in 1946, 
the minister, Mr. Arthur Schoenfell, very properly replied 
that it was the traditional policy of the United States not to 
interfere in the internal affairs of other nations. Later, when 
Mindszenty came to this country, he was informed by Car¬ 
dinal Spellman that Mr. Schoenfell would be replaced by 
another minister who would “co-operate.” Is not Manhattan 


7a) There is a new Japanese film about General Yamashita, the tiger of 
Malaya, who was hanged as a war criminal. The Japanese have come to re¬ 
gard Yamashita as a marLyr. 
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right in stating (Catholic Imperialism, p. 416) that Spellman 
brought pressure to bear upon our State Department with 
the result that Mr. Seldin Chapin replaced Mr. Schoenfell 
and “co-operated” with Mindszenty? One may wonder, too, 
whether Cardinal Spellman was instrumental in getting the 
American forces, near Salzburg in Austria, to release Pavelic 
who had presided over the slaughter of the Yugoslavs, instead 
of returning him to Yugoslavia to stand trial for his crimes. 
1 he mysterious intervention is said to have come from Pius 
XII. Pavelic was sent to Italy and went into hiding in Vatican 
City (Manhattan, ibid., p. 467). What Army officer received 
and carried out the order to release the monstrous culprit, 
and who was his superior that sent him the order? Why 
should there be any secrecy in this matter? 

A second appointment, not at all distressing to the Catho¬ 
lic lobby in Washington, was that of General Clark to the 
supieme command in the East. The statement of the general 
that the bombardment of the Abbey of Monte Cassino in 
Italy during World War II was a dreadful mistake must 
have been highly pleasing to the Vatican, although the state¬ 
ment was completely discredited by a soldier under his com¬ 
mand. The report that General Clark asked for Mr. Murphy 
as his special adviser in the Far East (The New York 
Times, April 28, 1953) is in perfect keeping with the gen¬ 
eral’s high standing at the Vatican, and with his failure to 
answer pertinent questions sent to him in writing at the time 
of his nomination by President Truman as Ambassador to 
the Vatican (see pp. 23-24). 

A third appointment to the liking of the Catholic lobby 
was that of W. J. Donnelly as High Commissioner to Ger¬ 
many. As a representative of a Protestant country, why 
should he, shortly after arrival, call upon Archbishop Fringe, 
described as a cleric “of the darkest hue”? Mr. Donnelly°is 
a Roman Catholic and a graduate of the School of Foreign 
Service of Georgetown University which, in recent years, has 
put into the diplomatic service an increasing number of its 
graduates. Mr. Murphy’s intervention on behalf of Nazi 
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Frenchmen has been remarked. Do these two diplomats 
solely represent the United States, or do they transact a little 
business on the side for their Church? 8) The hope of the 
Church is to rehabilitate the alliance of Germany, Italy 
and Japan, but with the fundamental difference that Ger¬ 
many be under a dictator who has Adenauer’s unqualified 
devotion to the Roman Church. This revived alliance, after 
the defeat of Russia, would be available for the resumption 
of a Holy War, first against England as a bulwark of liberal 
thinking, and then against the United States financially de¬ 
bilitated by donations to enemies. In the resumption and 
realization of this program, one can readily guess where a 
Spanish Franco would align himself with an army rehabili¬ 
tated at our expense. With Spain will stand some of the South 
American countries, as evidenced by the rising tide of resent¬ 
ment against the United States. In Argentina, for example, 
the dictator Peron is in close collaboration with the Catholic 
clergy, and several hundred Nazi refugees of importance 
have been welcomed there. It is significant that there has 
been an unimpeded influx of Nazi scientists into Argentina 
and Franco’s Spain during the past five years. Ever since the 
end of World War II, these two countries have been safe 
havens for Nazi war criminals and Hitler’s leading scientists. 
In the Argentine Congress in 1949, an expose of this in¬ 
filtration named “forty-odd individuals, former Luftwaffe 
officers, technicians and scientists” as employed by the 
Argentine government. A London reporter later estimated 
that at least three hundred technicians were working on 
atomic energy. The German intention is to use Argentina in 
their “dream of outflanking the United States from the 
south.” Per6n himself was a great admirer of the German 


8) The Church/nan (November I, 1951) referring to McCarthy’s member¬ 
ship in the Knights of Columbus says, "The well-known leadership of the 
Knights of Columbus and Catholic War Veterans in red-baiting activities 
against Protestants and other non-Romans raises a question as to whether 
Senator McCarthy’s first loyalty is to America—or to the Vatican political 
state.” For devastating criticisms of this Senator by citizens of his own state 
see The Nation, August 30, 1952. 


I 
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General Staff, and sympathized with the Nazis until they 
collapsed. He has now (November, 1953) reaffirmed his un¬ 
swerving friendship with Germany, and received from Aden¬ 
auer’s government its highest decoration, the Great Grand 
Cross of the Order of Merit. Was this honor conferred be¬ 
cause Peron suppressed the famous newspaper La Prensa? 
One should read the illuminating article in Prevent World 
Warlll (November, 1951). Both Spain and Argentina want 
financial help from our country, while both, with the sym¬ 
pathy of the Vatican, impose restrictions upon Protestants. 
Nazism, which was allied with the Vatican, naturally sought 
refuge m countries under Catholic dictators. The Spanish of 
South America are more closely bound to Spain than to 
Italy, because of their blood relationship. A hostile South 
America on our flank is not a pleasing thought. Did Car¬ 
dinal Spellman, while in Colombia recently, do his best to 
discourage such antipathy? Did he protest the pastoral letter 
of Bishop Builes of Santa Rosa in Colombia, which recom¬ 
mended the extermination of all anti-Catholics and liberals? 

1 he details and the purpose of his mission there, as well as 
to Japan, would be of interest. 

There was no outburst of opposition to the appointments 
of Mr. Murphy and Mr. Donnelly to the post of High Com¬ 
missioner to Germany. They had, of course, the approval of 
the Catholic board of strategy in Washington. However, 
ivhen President Conant of Harvard University, an American 
of fine intellectual caliber, was nominated for the post, the 
Roman Catholic clergy vigorously opposed his appointment. 

1 he pressure behind the attack was the same as that con¬ 
stantly put upon former President Truman to drop Byrnes 
as Secretary of State, and which previously had blocked his 
nomination at Chicago as the Democratic candidate for the 
vice-presidency. The Catholic attack upon Conant did not 
give the real reason behind it. Conant’s criticism of private 
schools, that they create a divisive, dual educational system 
harmful to the unity of this country, was the basis of the 
flimsy contention of a Catholic, Father Jordan, correspondent 
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of the National Catholic Welfare News Service, that the ap¬ 
pointment of Conant was a blow to Christian forces, because 
the school question is one of the burning issues in Germany. 
Conant had not denied the right of private schools to exist. 
The Catholic opposition, of which Father Jordan was one 
mouthpiece, was so well organized that copies of The Boston 
Post, with an eight-column headline against Conant, were 
distributed by messenger to the offices of senators in Wash¬ 
ington the same day the paper was published. This onslaught 
was re-enforced by letters from centers of heavy Catholic 
population. In collaboration with his church, Senator Mc¬ 
Carthy set about investigating Conant’s life. The objection 
by Father Jordan that Conant’s appointment would help 
“bolster forces antagonistic to Christianity” ( i.e . Catholic 
Christianity) is contemptibly shabby. The Commissioner to 
Germany does not include among his functions antagonism 
to Christian cult. The Washington Post, in keeping with its 
fine American character, noted that Dr. Conant has out¬ 
standing qualities for the post, “prestige of academic achieve¬ 
ment, breadth of background in international affairs and a 
judicial cast of mind.” The real reason for the Catholic ob¬ 
jection to a distinguished American like Conant was that 
the Church wanted a commissioner who would sympathize 
with the Vatican’s political program for Germany, and dis¬ 
cuss it with Cardinal Fringe. Dr. Dawson, in defense of Dr. 
Conant, remarked that if the question of public aid to paro¬ 
chial schools was to be the determining factor in making 
appointments to government service, it will mean that “sec¬ 
tarian interest would control appointment to public office.” 
It has already made alarming progress in that respect. 

A recent development in the United States, which is of 
more than passing interest, is the movement to catholicize la¬ 
bor unions, thus adding another link to the chain of Catholic 
segregation. Should this succeed on a large scale, it might be¬ 
come a potential menace. One recalls the seemingly wild 
idea of Professor O’Connor, published in the magazine 
America, who proposed in the dark year of 1941 that there 












226 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


be a crusade against democracy in this country under the 
leadership of the Catholic hierarchy (chiefly Jesuits?). Had 
he put this proposed assault under any other leadership, he 
would have been exposed to investigation by the FBI. At 
that time, the Vatican was convinced that Hitler would win 
the war. With that victory would come the Church’s golden 
opportunity to assume religious ascendency in the United 
States. O’Connor’s program would have been greatly facili¬ 
tated if, with Hitler victorious, organized Catholic labor had 
quit its job and paralyzed essential production. What would 
a Catholic Secretary of Labor at Washington have done in 
such an emergency? His action would depend upon whether 
he was more Catholic than American. One can see, too, why 
the Catholic lobby in Washington is anxious to take over the 
FBI. That organization has a Jesuit priest as regular chaplain. 
And what would be the stand of a Catholic Attorney Gen¬ 
eral who publicly has declared that there should be no wall 
of separation between church (meaning, of course, the 
Catholic Church) and the state? 

Do any of our diplomatic representatives share the view, 
as O Connor must, of Msgr. Kaas, who, after an interview 
with Pope Pius XI, declared: “The history of the last few 
years has well proven that the democratic parliamentary 
system was incapable”? This monsignor, the leader of the 
Catholic Party in Germany which was dissolved in 1933 as 
a favor to Hitler, had this to say: “Hitler knows well how to 
guide the ship. Even before he became Chancellor I met him 
frequently and was greatly impressed by his clear thinking, 
by his way of facing realities while upholding his ideals which 
are noble." This collaboration of the Vatican with Hitler is 
discussed by Manhattan (Vatican in World Politics, p. 175) 
and should be considered in the darkness of the misleading 
statement of Pichon. 9 * “From the time of Hitler’s coming to 
power the German situation had become critical for the 
Church. Neither Archbishop Pacelli (now Pope Pius XII) 

. . . nor the German bishops had the slightest illusions about 

9) The Vatican and Its Role in World Affairs, p. 143. 
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the man (Hitler) or his band of thieves.” The same about- 
face is seen in Pichon’s reference to Japan (op. cit., p. 170): 
“It is less widely known that of the three countries of the 
Axis Japan took the prize in this deplorable contest (perse¬ 
cution). Priests, religious men and women, foreign and na¬ 
tive, were arrested in large numbers, assassinated or buried 
alive.” How does one reconcile this accusation with the fact 
that in 1941 Matsuoka, the representative of Japan, “fresh 
from the final conference of the plotters in Berlin had an 
hour’s conversation with the Pope . . . and received a gold 
medal from him”? Did Cardinal Spellman return this call 
recently? The Catholic Times (November 3, 1934) urged 
its readers “to think kindly of Japan because the Japanese 
have brought freedom from persecution to our missionaries 
in Manchuria and adjacent parts of China.” 

Although the Vatican, for several years, was on the anti- 
Nazi band wagon, it was not thus until the German dictator 
and the Vatican clashed on the education of the German 
youth—a violent clash, revealing the tremendous importance 
of such education in the program of the Church. The pre¬ 
vious period of collaboration is dramatically told by Man¬ 
hattan. Pius XI had sent orders to the German bishops, 
assembled at Fulda, to instruct their clergy to support Hitler. 
Pius XII began his rule with a great campaign for peace, 
but “while he spoke thus he acted in a different way.” On 
April 24, 1939, a letter was brought by courier to the Vatican 
which was so very important that only the Pope’s secretary 
was allowed to see it. After brooding over a reply for two 
days, the Pope wrote it himself “so that none should know 
its nature.” The letter went to Berlin, and was followed by 
highly secret correspondence between the nuncios at Berlin, 
Warsaw and Paris. 

Manhattan gives “a fair account of what was taking 
place.” 10 ' The present Pope had been informed of Hitler’s 
plan to pass through Poland to invade Russia, and was ex¬ 
pected to use his influence with the Poles, obtaining their 


10) The Vatican in World Politics, pp. 191ff. 
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consent to the plan on the ground that the occupation was to 
be temporary. The Pope was faced with a desperately serious 
dilemma. Here was the chance, at last, to destroy Soviet 
Russia, and thereby extinguish the “beacon of communism” 
for the whole world, and to realize the great papal dream of 
incorporating the Orthodox Church into the Catholic (p. 
348). So he consented to the invasion which bristled with 
possibilities of international complications. Manhattan (p. 
193) gives the conditions of the Pope’s consent. The Pope 
was to have time to launch a campaign for peace, and if 
Poland resisted the invasion she should suffer as little as 
possible, and her Catholics should not be persecuted for shar¬ 
ing in the resistance. Finally, nothing was to be said of the 
Vatican s discussions with Germany as to the invasion of 
Russia. The Pope’s wise provision for a smoke screen of 
peace was to come in handy later, but when Germany in¬ 
vaded Poland the Pope remained “completely dumb.” He 
did not reply to the Polish Americans who demanded the 
excommunication of Hitler, because of this invasion of their 
country. How could he when he had consented to it, and 
when Polish priests were in the vanguard of Hitler’s invad¬ 
ing legions? However, in his Christmas message of 1950, 
there occurs this protestation of innocence: "Weigh every 
word that our lips have uttered, every sentence our pen has 
written (including the unpublished correspondence with 
Hitler about the invasion of Poland?) . . . you will find in 
them only appeals for peace. Recall especially the historic 
month of August, 1939. At a time when the prospect of a 
disastrous world war was growing ever more terrible we 
raised our voice entreating, in the name of God, governments 
and peoples to settle their disputes by mutual and sincere 
agreements.” Since the correspondence of the Vatican with 
Berlin, which preceded the invasion of Poland, was shrouded 
with such secrecy that the Pope allowed only his secretary to 
see the letter from Berlin, and wrote his reply with his own 
hand, one conclusion is perfectly certain. An adamantine 
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insistence on peace, at all costs, did not require for its reali¬ 
zation such extreme secrecy. 

It is still possible for the Pope, the “Martyr for Peace,” 
who was party to this secrecy, to reveal the contents of the 
letter that came from Berlin by special courier and of his 
reply, the preparation of which caused him to shut himself 
in his study for two days. The publication of this correspond¬ 
ence is demanded by truth. Manhattan has charged that at 
the time the Pope spoke for peace, but “acted in a very dif¬ 
ferent way.” When Leo XIII opened the archives to scholars, 
the records of the Roman Inquisition which they wanted 
had been removed. The archives were opened again, re¬ 
cently, to exhibit petitions which had been received for the 
definition of the dogma of the Assumption. Of far greater im¬ 
portance is the content of the correspondence which would 
confirm or disprove Manhattan’s “fair account” of the ultra¬ 
secret correspondence with Hitler, and serve as a check on 
the version of the affair by Pichon (pp. 153ff.). Leo XIII de¬ 
clared: “The Church has nothing to fear from the truth.” 






THIRTEEN 


Is There Jesuit Influence in the FBI? 


THE DANGERS OF RUSSIAN COMMUNISM HAVE JUSTIFIABLY 
aroused great fear in our country, and have led to oaths of 
loyalty and other guarantees of our traditional democratic 
ideals. In the resistance to this Russian menace, the hier¬ 
archy of the Roman Church has played a leading role, but— 
like Russia—it is no friend of American democracy. The 
concentration of attention upon the ambitions of one totali¬ 
tarian system diverts attention from the ambitions of the 
Catholic totalitarians. In attacking both communism and 
democracy, the Church and its collaborators find it con¬ 
venient to confuse or identify them, and brand a good 
American organization or individual with the communistic 
stigma. Thus, The Federal Council of Churches of Christ in 
America, now The National Council of the Churches of 
Christ in the USA, has been so stigmatized. The Protestant 
War Veterans of the United States received a totalitarian 
classification from Attorney General J. H. McGrath (The 
Churchman, January 1, 1951). When President Truman 
vetoed the Immigration Bill, the veto was assailed by Sena¬ 
tor McCarran, who probably had advance information of the 
White scandal, as “conforming to Communist doctrine” (The 
hew 1 oik Times, June 26, 1952). A very successful move¬ 
ment in the schools of New York City, called The Youth- 
builders, was “decentralized and ruined” by Catholic control 
of the School Board. A Catholic paper said it was “commu¬ 
nistic.” In Italy, a Protestant group was given the same title. 
Dr. Vega, who left the Catholic Church to become an Episco¬ 
pal clergyman in Mexico City, was dubbed a Communist (see 
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p. 31). In Colombia, former President Santos, described by 
Del Vayo as “one of the greatest liberals of the continent and 
a moderate middle-of-the-road statesman’’ has been de¬ 
nounced as a Communist by the lackeys of the pro-Franco 
dictator, Laureano Gomez. Recently, in Englewood, N. J., 
at a meeting of the Catholic War Veterans, a speaker in reply 
to the question “Has communism infiltrated any religious 
group?” said: “The greatest infiltration has been in Protes¬ 
tant denominations.” 1 11 Such a question and answer, prob¬ 
ably arranged in advance, were designed to discredit these 
denominations with a view to their ultimate inclusion in sub¬ 
versive groups where they then would be subject to penalties. 
It is unfortunate that the speaker did not cite the communistic 
vote in Catholic Italy where, in the last election, it reached 
the alarming total of 36 per cent. Let us hope that Catholic 
veterans, hearing the slur cast upon the Protestants, remem¬ 
bered their Protestant companions-in-arms who fought to 
preserve the freedom of their country, and recalled that 
their own Catholic Church sought to keep diem out of both 
wars waged by German aggressors against that freedom. 

In not one of these cases was any concrete evidence pro¬ 
duced to sustain the charge of communism. What the Church 

1) This modest beginning has culminated in the charge by J. B. Matthews, 
executive staff director of McCarthy’s committee on Investigations, that at 
least 7000 Protestant clergymen have served the Kremlin’s conspiracy. Noth¬ 

ing is said about Catholic clerical conspiracy against our democracy. The 
servile Boston papers collaborated with the Catholic hierarchy by flashing 
such headlines as "600 Protestant Ministers Communists,” “Four Boston 
Clerics Tied to Reds,” “Archbishop Cushing Lauds McCarthy Investigations.” 
Such blatant incitement of Catholic readers aggravates, and was intended to 
aggravate, the hostility of Catholic masses. It is a pity that the fine Ameri¬ 
can criticism of Matthews’ accusation, by Father John O’Brien of Notre 
Dame University, cannot counteract the effect of the smear attack of the 
Boston press. No one of the Protestant clergymen, accused by former Com¬ 
munist officials, can be classed for a moment with the Catholic O’Connors 
and Coughlins who openly stated their hostility to the democratic ideals of 
our country, and proposed means of desUoying them. Monsignor Walsh, in 
suggesting in a sermon in New York that communism was a by-product of 
the Protestant Reformation, showed that the wholesale charge against Prot¬ 
estant ministers was intended to calumniate an event which has done more 
for human progress than the Vatican's clandestine promotion of a Holy War, 
and the slaughter of those whose conscience obliged them to reject a stifling 
mediaevalism. 
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holds to be evil illustrates the dictum: “Since Communism is 
evil, all that is evil is communistic” ( The Nation, December, 
1950, p. 696). These misuses of the term “communistic,” and 
many more instances could probably be cited, present food 
for thought. If in this country the infiltration of Catholics, 
who sincerely believe that their hierarchy alone is qualified 
to determine the policies of the nation, should progress to the 
point where they dominate the government, as they do now 
in so many cities, it is quite possible that the opprobrious 
term Communist” would be so broadly defined as to include 
any non-Catholic. In that case, no new laws would be re¬ 
quired to cover this communism. McCabe, in his little book, 
makes this telling observation: “Even in Spain, Portugal or 
Vichy the Church would not dare to execute apostates, if only 
in view of the terrible outcry there would be in England and 
America. That is true, but what is to prevent the Church 
from dressing its rebel in the red shirt of a Boleshevik instead 
of the spotted garb of the heretic? English and American 
papers would burst the bonds of Catholic censorship if the 
bishops of Spain and Portugal, whether acting through 
Franco and Salazar or not, were to start autos de fe of the old 
style in Madrid and Lisbon. But they make no inquiry or 
comment when men or women are labeled Communist, 
though the real offense is that they are obnoxious to the 
dergy. I he Spanish Church has done this from the begin¬ 
ning of the present century. I have personally known 
Spaniards who were sentenced to death as ‘anarchists’ whose 
only serious offense was that they were aggressive critics of 
the Church.” 2 ^ 

The branding of critics of the Catholic Church as Com¬ 
munists is growing in favor in our own country. A conspicu¬ 
ous example is the attack upon Bishop Oxnam of the Metho¬ 
dist Church in Washington. Highly respected throughout the 
United States, he is vice-president of the P.O.A.U. (Protes¬ 
tants and Other Americans United for Separation of Church 

2) The Papacy in Politics Today, p. 18. 
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and State). This organization has grown rapidly in strength 
as the American element in our country becomes increasingly 
aware of the important service which it renders the tradi¬ 
tional ideals of our democracy. On March 17, 1953, Repre¬ 
sentative D. L. Jackson, a member of the Congressional Com¬ 
mittee on un-American Activities, declared that “Bishop 
Oxnam had been to the Communist front what Man o’ War 
was to thoroughbred racing,” and that the bishop “served God 
on Sunday and the Communist front the rest of the week.” 
Undoubtedly, this ostentatious attempt to defame the bishop 
will be rewarded by Catholic support, at die polls, for Mr. 
Jackson. He was so little convinced of the truth of his blatant 
accusations that he did not waive his congressional im¬ 
munity. His cheap assault upon Bishop Oxnam is a con¬ 
comitant of the proposal that the Churches should be in¬ 
vestigated for communistic leanings. The Catholic Church 
did not join in the great protest at this outrage, because it 
well knew that the Congressional Committee would not dare 
to investigate it although there are more subversives of 
democracy in its clergy than in all other Christian Churches 
put together. The selection of the Methodist Church as the 
first to receive the blast of the Congressional Committee is 
perhaps indicative of that Church’s rating in the list of hereti¬ 
cal Churches. One will perhaps recall in the motion picture 
entitled, Arsenic and Old Lace, the sneering exclamation: 

Oh, he is a Methodist; is he? He’s a Methodist!” One can 
imagine how quickly the censors of motion pictures would 
have used their blue pencil if the sneer had contained the 
word Catholic instead of Methodist! 

An important agency in tracking down Communists in 
this country is the Federal Bureau of Investigation. This 
agency receives high praise in the Reader’s Digest (Decem¬ 
ber, 1950), but is the subject of a study by Max Lowenthal 
(1950) which led its reviewer, Mr. Cabell Phillips, corre¬ 
spondent for The New York Times, to remark: “There re¬ 
mains a good deal to be said for Mr. Lowenthal’s primary 
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thesis that the FBI today has every facility and every poten¬ 
tiality for becoming a weapon of political oppression. 2a) It is 
incipiently a state police organization that could, under the 
impeccable guise of defending the national security, be 
manipulated for unscrupulous purposes. Indeed, about the 
only margin of safety that exists against that dreadful pos¬ 
sibility is, aside from the person of the President himself, the 
restraint of a single man—J. Edgar Hoover ... It is a little 
appalling to reflect that Mr. Hoover can’t live forever.” It is 
not surprising that Mr. Lowenthal was invited by the Con¬ 
gressional Committee on un-American Activities to come to 
Washington where his friendships were the subject of inter¬ 
rogation. Apparently, the FBI is sacrosanct. 

Professor Carl Leiden, in a letter to The New York Times 
dated April 8, 1952, makes a pertinent point: “If it (the 
FBI) is to be enhanced in prestige, reputation and authority 
to the degree that no one will dare, too openly, to criticize its 
findings, freedom will have been lost.” It is no tribute to the 
FBI that it endeavored to prevent the publication of Lowen¬ 
thal s criticism of itself. Extraordinary pressures were brought 
to bear not only to prevent its publication, but later to im¬ 
pede its sales (The Nation, February 16, 1952). The author 
and his publisher were smeared as “pro-Communist” in 
newspapers and over the air (ibid., June 28, 1952). This re¬ 
minds one of the experience of Blanshard’s book which at 
least ten publishers declined to print, probably in fear of 
reprisals. Their names should have been published. When 
Blanshard s book finally did appear, pressure was exerted to 
impede its sale; even nuns were employed to urge booksellers 
to withdraw it from their shelves. Did the FBI borrow its 
program of attack upon Lowenthal’s book from Catholic 
sources with the help of the FBI’s Catholic chaplain? 

At present, the best contenders for the control of the FBI 
are the Jesuits, as may be inferred from the fact that a Jesuit, 
R. S. Lloyd, has been closely associated with the Bureau 


2a) This fear is the more to be entertained if the attorney generals are 
such as were appointed by Truman. 
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for seventeen years. He has delivered the invocation and 
benediction at the last forty commencements of the FBI 
National Academy, and on the twenty-fifth anniversary of 
his ordination to the priesthood, received recently from the 
FBI a chalice and paten. He was addressed by Mr. Hoover 
as “our chaplain of the FBI.” At a recent graduation, Catho¬ 
lic Archbishop O’Boyle 8) said to the class: “You are the men 
into whose hands so much of what we prize in the American 
heritage is entrusted for safe keeping . . . There are enemies 
abroad in the land who are very far from being the figments 
of a troubled imagination.” He did not say that democracy 
was that heritage; nor did he cite Professor O’Connor’s 
diatribe (see pp. 122ff.) which clearly suggests that the arch¬ 
bishop’s clerical entourage also includes enemies of our 
land, if they approve the professor’s hostility to our democ¬ 
racy. When the same archbishop, in a sermon, called on the 
free countries of the world to demand through the United 
Nations an investigation of communism’s “diabolical attempt 
to exterminate all religion,” he neglected to say that it was 
equally diabolical for members and priests of his Church to 
exterminate Orthodoxy in Yugoslavia. During one year, re¬ 
cently, 105 members of the FBI made retreats under the 
guidance of Father Lloyd at Manresa, Maryland. 3 4 * It would 
be quite within the power of the Catholic lobby in Washing¬ 
ton, with the collaboration of priests throughout the country, 
to increase Catholic membership in the service as well as 

3) In June, 1953, the graduates of the FBI were addressed by Bishop Sheen 
of New York. Is it not about time that the Protestant majority of this coun¬ 
try contributed its ministers of various denominations to Lhe commencement 
exercises of this federal bureau? Methodist Bishop Oxnam should be one of 
them. He is devoted to the ideals of American democracy whereas the Catho¬ 
lic bishops must share the Vatican's unmitigated hostility to such ideals. Why 
not open the windows of the FBI, and let an American breeze clear out the 
incense? Cf. D. Downes, The Scarlet Thread, for severe remarks on the FBI. 

4) Manresa derives its name from a town near the Benedictine monastery 
of Monserrat where Ignatius Loyola, the founder of the Jesuit order, lived 
an intense life in a cave for six months, giving himself over to scourgings and 
fasting. Here he conceived the character of his compahia. The severe rules 
of obedience, destructive of initiative and independence, to which his fol¬ 
lowers were subject would hardly be a desirable qualification for membership 
in the FBI, or for American citizenship. 
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among the police officers who come from all parts of the 
country to receive training which they pass on to their fellow 
officers. 

It is reported that the FBI is heavily infiltrated by repre¬ 
sentatives of the Vatican state, and is the darling of the 
Coughlinite, McCarthyite press. The Career Clinic of the 
R.C. St. John’s University, Brooklyn, is reported to have dis¬ 
cussed opportunities for success in the FBI. Avro Manhattan, 
who is especially qualified to appraise the secret intentions 
of the Catholic policy, has asked the question (The Literary 
Guide, January, 1952): “Is it mere coincidence that un- 
American Committees, the FBI and the witch-hunt are 
Catholic dominated?” B> Statistics on the number of Roman 
Catholics in the FBI might be very significant. A large pene¬ 
tration would surely indicate an intention, sooner or later, to 
dominate it completely. If the FBI should realize its fond 
hope of taking over the Secret Service of the government in 
Washington, would not that important service also imme¬ 
diately pass under the aegis of the Catholic chaplain of Mr. 
Hoover’s agency? 

Carey McWilliams (The Nation, February 16, 1952), 
noting that Mr. Hoover has long sought to acquire it for the 
FBI, points out the momentous significance of such an 
acquisition: “The Secret Service which is under the Treasury 
Department has always had the responsibility for protecting 
the White House and the President. Secret Service agents 
see everyone who goes into the White House or the Presi¬ 
dent’s study . . . They watch the switchboards, guard the 
files—can see any papers left on the desks. If the FBI had this 
function it would have innumerable opportunities to ac- 

5) After this criticism, Mr. Manhattan discovered he could not get per¬ 
mission to enter the United States! Is the sinister influence which confiscated 
the Crux Ansata of H. G. Wells in the Customs House at New York at work 
again? Whether or not a foreigner is admitted to the United States, more 
and more, seemingly, depends upon Catholic clerical approval. Croatia’s 
Minister of the Interior, Artukovic, who as the Himmler of his country pre¬ 
sided over slaughters in the concentration camps, and over forced conversions 
to the Catholic faith, has found asylum in California. Although he entered 
this country illegally, by way of Ireland, curiously enough, the Yugoslav 
government has failed in its efforts to extradite him. 
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quire power at the highest decision-making levels ... It was 
in part to curb the bureau that he (Truman) appointed the 
Nimitz Commission last year to survey internal security 
problems; and it was Hoover’s influence in Congress that 
scuttled the commission. Not for years has the Department of 
Justice been in any sense independent of the FBI; Hoover 
has been the master mind of the witch-hunt.” Is not this 
statement of great interest in the light of Cardinal Spellman’s 
reported effort to keep Truman from dismissing Attorney 
General McGrath from his strategic office? McWilliams adds 
that Truman is far too astute not to know that the FBI sup¬ 
plies information to McCarthy. “One would prefer to be¬ 
lieve (that McCarthy had access to the confidential files of 
the FBI through informers) than to conclude that J. Edgar 
Hoover himself was feeding information to McCarthy but,” 
says McWilliams, “the circumstances warrant the latter in¬ 
ference.” 

That the director of the FBI has earned the gratitude of 
the Catholic Church for being so considerate of Jesuit Lloyd 
is perhaps suggested by the degrees conferred upon Hoover 
by five Catholic institutions: Georgetown University (1939, 
Jesuit), Notre Dame (1942), St. John’s University (1942), 
Seton Hall (1944) and Holy Cross (1944, Jesuit). It is to be 
noted that this series of honors started soon after Father 
Lloyd became attached to the FBI-the first degree coming 
from a Jesuit institution—and on the eve of the war of the 
Catholic Hitler whose collaborator was the present Pope. It 
was in 1941 that Professor O Connor let a Catholic clerical 
cat out of the bag. May one say that Hoover and Jansen, of 
New York City, are each steering his craft toward the tricky 
waters of the Holy See where, sooner or later, each will yield 
his helm to a pilot of the true faith? Ministers of other de¬ 
nominations are reported to have been speakers at the com¬ 
mencements of the FBI. However, the long continuity of 
Father Lloyd’s participation, and his guidance of members of 
the service in retreat, is an unmistakable index of a prestige 
unmatched by ministers of other religious denominations. He 
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is “the chaplain/’ the alpha and the omega of the FBI, and 
this means that his Jesuit order has the same honor. The 
public should know what is the percentage of Roman Catho¬ 
lics in the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

What, then, is the Jesuit program in this important service 
of the government? Although the Jesuits have done great 
educational and charitable work, they have been courted and 
feared, hated and banished. In 1880, more than half of them 
were in exile from their respective countries. Russia drove 
them out for proselyting in the imperial army, an action that 
should be underscored. Norway still refuses to admit them, 
and says in perfect justification of the embargo: “It would 
not be acting in the spirit of the rights of man to admit the 
Jesuits who are known to work against the interests of true 
religious freedom.” Attention, Mr. Hoover! They are ac¬ 
cused of planning conspiracies, plotting against sovereigns, 
overthrowing cabinets, inciting insurrections and wars, a 
truly impressive list of achievements. H. G. Wells remarks 
that their obdurate persistence in evil-doing persists to this 
day (Crux Ansata, p. 74). Their imposing record of more 
than seventy banishments from various countries for med¬ 
dling in politics clearly indicates that the Jesuits have never 
learned to confine their activities to teaching and charity, 
and further raises the question whether they are still major¬ 
ing in politics in this country. What is their motive in con¬ 
centrating upon the Federal Bureau of Investigation? Do 
they share the recently expressed view that the FBI has every 
facility and every potentiality for becoming a weapon of 
political oppression? Do they believe that “under the im¬ 
peccable guise of defending national security it could be 
manipulated for unscrupulous purposes”? 

Since spokesmen of the Roman Church brand a non-Catho- 
lic organization or an apostate like Dr. Vega with the stigma 
Communist,” would it not facilitate their crusade to have a 
Jesuit-disciplined FBI tracking down diverse and sundry 
categories of heretics, or even in rounding up advocates of 
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American democracy? The Jesuits were most ardent soldiers 
in the war against heretics. Of significance is the school of 
foreign service, established in 1919 at Georgetown Univer¬ 
sity—a Jesuit institution in Washington. One must assume 
that the Jesuit political ideals still play a role there. The 
Jesuit must make his superior’s will his own, and that 
superior is the general of the Order who lives in Rome, 
probably because the Jesuits are especially pledged to the 
Pope and obey him. The Jesuit’s vow recognizes this general 
as holding the place of God. It is quite within the range of 
probability, in view of the fact that the Church assumes 
precedence over the State, that this diplomatic school will 
produce a potential Laval sooner or later. Do the Catholic 
graduates of this school accept the doctrine that a Jesuit may 
take an oath to observe the laws with a mental reservation 
which excepts those denounced by the Church? McCabe re¬ 
marks that Jesuit training makes it easy for one to rest 
content with the absolution of the Church for a breach of 
faith in a good cause. The Jesuit chaplain of the FBI must 
share the belief expressed by the Civilta Cattolica, the su¬ 
preme publication of his Order, that “where the majority of 
the people are Catholic the Church will require that legal 
existence be denied to error.” He probably subscribes to the 
characterization of his Order by Professor Francis of Notre 
Dame: 6) “The Jesuits are not so much brethren as comrades- 
at-arms, sometimes described as a corps of officers destined to 
lead the people’s army of the militant Church.” One recalls 
that in 1941 Professor O’Connor, at a very critical time, 
yearned for an uprising of the Catholic laity against our 
democracy under the leadership of the (Jesuit?) hierarchy. 
The presence of a Jesuit in the'FBI as “our chaplain, and 
the possibility of a dominant Jesuit influence in that service, 
suggest comparison of the procedure of the Communists 
who, in infiltrating a country, demand the post of Minister 
of the Interior winch has control of the police. Since the FBI 


6) Cf. Blanshavd, Communism, Democracy and Catholic Power, p. 326. 
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is an agency which includes among its functions the task of 
ferreting out subversives, why not begin by abolishing the 
Jesuit chaplaincy of that organization? The question arises: 
Can the FBI, the Attorney Generalship and the Secretaryship 
of State be given to Catholics without the danger that, sooner 
or later, they may prove to be as fanatically devoted to their 
Church, which has no love whatever for democracy, as the 
French generals who betrayed France in World War II? 
Aspirants for political office in this country know what the 
support of the Catholic Church at the polls means. 

From California comes the interesting news that, recently, 
the assistant counsel of Los Angeles County, the bailiwick of 
Cardinal McIntyre, drafted a county loyalty oath and regis¬ 
tration requirements which, however, have been declared 
unconstitutional. The counsel, G. G. Kelly, listed types of 
subversives. One type consists of “those suspected of being 
reds and swearing falsely but concerning whom proof was 
lacking.’’ This reminds one of the brief of the Board of 
Education of New York in June, 1948, which asked for the 
right to dismiss from the teaching staff “Communists who . 
do not carry a party card and so-called fellow travelers with¬ 
out strict measures of proof . 8a) The Catholic consanguinity of 
these two proposals is obvious. Carey McWilliams entitles his 
discussion of Kelly’s ordinances “The Registration of Here¬ 
tics” (The Nation, December 9, 1950) where the word 
heretics connotes, perhaps consciously on his part, an in¬ 
quisition. He characterizes the ordinances as a step in a cam¬ 
paign which has selective internment as its goal, and affirms 
that they will only stimulate the demand for internment 
which is their real purpose. The stand-by prisons in Wicken- 
burg and Florence, Arizona, and in El Reno, Oklahoma, 
which the former Attorney General McGrath began con- 


devo!, f T r e at h^i ly P roposal \ s / kin to the recent Internal Security Act of the 
. . h 1 * c s ^ nator McCarran which prescribes the registration of 

organization,; that, in the opinion of the Attorney General, are controlled by 
or give aid to communism. 7 
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structing with federal prison labor, could serve as such con¬ 
centration camps. 6b) 

One is logically reminded of the explanation of the Nazi 
concentration camps by Goering: “People were arrested and 
taken into protective custody who had committed no crime 
but who, one might reasonably expect, would do all sorts of 
things to damage the German state if they remained at lib¬ 
erty.” Perhaps Mr. Kelly, in his preparation of the ordi¬ 
nances, had the help of the law department of the Jesuit 
Loyola University in Los Angeles. A growing Catholic influ¬ 
ence in the city is suggested by the fact that twenty-one new 
parochial schools were opened there recently. An indirect 
rebuke to Mr. Kelly is the recent unanimous decision of the 
Court of Appeal in California, ordering the regents of the 
state university to reinstate its professors. They were dis¬ 
missed for refusing to take a special non-Communist loyalty 
oath as a condition of employment. It is to be hoped that the 
judges, true Americans, will retain their judgeships without 
opposition. Of a piece with the proposed action against sub¬ 
versives in Los Angeles County is the legislative investigation 
by the Tenney Committee in California. Once it had con¬ 
cluded that a given individual was a Communist, “it sought 
to banish him from all normal community life ... to forbid 

6b) Six camps now (December, 1953) are in readiness. Title II of the 
McCarran Act provides that, in case of war or insurrection, the President 
may proclaim an internal-security emergency, whereupon the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral is authorized to detain for the emergency persons about whom there is 
reasonable ground for believing that they will engage in spying or sabotage. 
(C/. The Nation, December 12, 1953, p. 495.) An Attorney General with 
such power, selected for his office by the Catholic lobby and consequently 
very attentive to its wishes or orders, could easily fill these concentration 
camps with people suspected of subversion, whose ‘‘subversion" was a deter¬ 
mined defense of our religious freedom. Absurd charges of communistic 
infiltration into Protestant Churches have been made. The importance to 
the Catholic lobby of control of the Attorney General is clearly shown by 
the protest which Cardinal Spellman made against the removal from that 
office of the devout Catholic McGrath, who had publicly declared that there 
should be no wall of separation between Church and State. It is tempting 
to believe that charges that former President Truman tolerated spies and 
traitors in the government were partly in retaliation for his very justifiable 
dismissal of McGrath. 
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lawyers to defend him and to cause his employer to discharge 
him . . . Most of the people listed by the committee . . . were 
never given an opportunity to explain their associations.” 7) 
This reminds one of Catholic inquisition, and of the treat¬ 
ment of the Teachers’ Union by the Board of Education of 
New York City. See above, pp. 174ff. 

Obstruction of worship is the companion of suppression of 
worship. It took the Jews twelve years to get permission to 
build a synagogue in Quebec. The Baptist missionaries, who 
conduct religious programs on street corners in that province, 
recently have been arrested on charges of interfering with 
traffic. There may have been some truth in this charge. When 
thirty-five were put in jail, and it seemed quite likely that 
their missionary program would continue, a threat of more 
serious consequences was made. If the Baptists know what 
happened to the Protestants in Italian Frascati recently, they 
have an idea of what those consequences will be. At Lon- 
gueuil, also in Quebec, some 300 persons gathered around 
a private house in which members of the Pentecostal Church 
were holding a prayer meeting, and threw stones and fire¬ 
crackers into the house. When the provincial police were 
notified, they replied: “There is no protection for Evan¬ 
gelicals in Quebec.” 


7) Cf. Francis Biddle in The Nation, August 4, 1951. 






















FOURTEEN 


“This Profanation Cannot Be” 


AMONG MANY MINOR YET SIGNIFICANT ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE 

contrast between liberal American and illiberal Catholic 
ideals was an incident of the Cuban War, recorded by the 
New York Herald, January 31, 1899. Catholic Bishop San¬ 
tander served notice that no Protestant clergyman would be 
permitted to take an active part in the ceremonies over the 
graves of the Maine’s dead, among whom were Protestants, 
in the Cristobol Colon Cemetery which had been blessed in 
accordance with Catholic ritual. Said the bishop: “This prof¬ 
anation of sacred soil cannot be.” When the transport Dor¬ 
chester which suffered the fate of the Maine was sinking, 
four chaplains handed their life belts to sailors. In tribute to 
their self-sacrifice, a chapel was dedicated to them in Phila¬ 
delphia, City of Brotherly Love. One of the four noble souls 
was a Catholic priest, but his Church declined to participate 
in the dedication. To apply the words of the Cuban bishop, 
“this profanation could not be.” Canon law forbids even 
such exceptional joint worship, but not the Bible. How can 
the Catholic school, overshadowed by such separatism which 
runs like a red thread through Catholic social policy, be an 
integral part of our public school system? 

Yet another illustration was the restriction placed upon 
Protestant servicemen who, during World War II, were 
sent to Holy Cross College at Worcester by the government 
for military instruction, just as they were to other colleges. 
All these institutions were paid by the government. At Holy 
Cross, the Protestant service men were told that a Protestant 
minister would not be allowed on the campus. The same 
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restriction obtains in the more than 400 Catholic Houses of 
the Good Shepherd in the United States. No Protestant min¬ 
ister or Jewish rabbi is allowed to enter, although 52 per 
cent of the girls in one of these houses have been either 
Protestant or Jewish. The Protestant servicemen at Jesuit 
Holy Cross were not even allowed to hold discussion groups. 
This prohibition derives from the stifling and stultifying 
Ratio Studiorum of the distinguished Jesuit Acquaviva who 
served as general of the Order from 1581 to 1615. This Ratio 
did not permit any novel opinions even on nonreligious 
topics, let alone discussions or the teaching of anything con¬ 
trary to the prevalent opinions of acknowledged doctors 
which were current in the Jesuit schools. The Ratio Studio- 
rum was a disciplinary measure rather than an educational 
code and no improvement of general culture followed its 
promulgation. The name of Acquaviva was, then, a misnomer 
meaning not a stimulating fountain of “living water,” but 
rather a “slough of despond.” So the servicemen at Holy 
Cross were the victims of a hopelessly un-American and anti¬ 
quated discipline. 1 ' Outside the Catholic Church there is 
not and cannot be any truth.” 

How very different at Princeton! Here, the university on 
April 4, 1943, put Alexander Hall at the disposition of Catho¬ 
lic servicemen for religious use. The building had been 
given by a staunch Presbyterian who certainly never antici¬ 
pated such use, but probably would have readily consented 
to the conversion as an emergency measure. This separation 
of the student service from that of the town was the indirect 
result of a letter which a student wrote to the bishop of the 
diocese, complaining of the sermons of the priest of the 
church. The bishop forwarded the complaint to the priest 
who upbraided his youthful critic. Here was young America 
in action! The student took the matter up with his father 

1) T he prohibition of discussion groups also may have been prompted by 
the knowledge that Catholics on faculties, and among students of nonsec¬ 
tarian colleges, have engaged in propaganda in such groups successfully, and 
that a group of Protestants at Holy Cross might have returned the compli¬ 
ment. 
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who, being a man of some influence, succeeded in securing 
another priest of quite different intellectual fiber to take 
charge of the student service. It was held in the auditorium 
beside the Catholic church, and when the servicemen arrived 
the auditorium could not accommodate both them and the 
students. Princeton University then made provision for their 
joint service in Alexander Hall, as was altogether proper. 
There are no statistics, apparently, on the conversion of 
Princeton students to the Catholic faith, as a result of this 
service on the campus which has now been discontinued 
(1952). It is reported, however, that some students preferred 
it, because it was shorter than the service in the university 
chapel, and that probably more Princeton students have 
accepted the Catholic faith than have deserted it. One ex¬ 
pects traffic to move in both directions on the via sacra. The 
Catholic Church has now returned to the campus, in an 
initial series of four lectures, entitled “A Theological Ap¬ 
proach to the History of Religions” (October—November, 
1953). That this series, under the auspices of the recently 
established Aquinas Foundation, is the first of a program 
destined to serve the purpose of propaganda is a logical con¬ 
jecture. It is hardly a mistake that the Directory of Princeton 
University, published by the Bureau of Student Employment 
(1953-54, p. 27), lists the six names of the “Denominational 
Chaplains” in alphabetical order, except the first and last. 

The list is headed by Catholic Chaplain H-and ends with 

Episcopal Chaplain E-. In this case, the last should be first! 

The conversion to Catholicism of a young Princeton alum¬ 
nus of marked personal charm and serious intellectual inter¬ 
ests was partly due, at least, to his conversations, while an 
undergraduate, with a former instructor of the English de¬ 
partment who meanwhile is reported to have withdrawn 
from the Catholic Church. Subsequent to these conversa¬ 
tions, and apparently after graduation, the student decided 
to enter the Trappist monastery in Kentucky. Men of his 
caliber are of greater service to mankind when active in its 
midst, than when confined to austere discipline apart from 
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the world of human needs. The writer does not know 
whether the instructor or the student initiated the conversa¬ 
tions which ultimately led to such a decision. If the instructor 
took the initiative, he exceeded the privilege of his profes¬ 
sion. The faculty in a nonsectarian university may not in¬ 
clude religious propagandists. 

The Catholic service is not logically at home on the cam¬ 
pus of a liberal American institution. Any priest who con¬ 
ducts the service must and does accept the very important 
dictum in the encyclical of Pope Leo XIII: “It is entirely 
unlawful to demand or to grant unconditional freedom of 
thought, of speech, of writing or of worship.” One can 
hardly reconcile this with the statement by Pichon (op. cit., 
p. 311) that Pius XII, because of his encyclicals and war 
messages, is regarded “as the defender of liberty and democ¬ 
racy.” Pichon is perpetrating a lullaby. To be proclaimed 
a defender of liberty is one thing; to be such in reality is 
quite another. The colossal attack upon the Orthodox Church, 
the exiling from Ethiopia of competent foreign missions of 
social character, the suppression of Protestantism in Spain, 
the burning and bombing of native Protestant chapels in 
Colombia with reconversion to the Catholic faith by violent 
means, even including killing of those who wished to wor¬ 
ship their own way—all these violations of rights fundamental 
in our country are condoned and tolerated by the Vatican. 
Thus, its works of charity are outweighed and Pichon’s at¬ 
tempt to seat the Roman Church on the band wagon of 
democracy and liberty is signally defeated. His use of the word 
democracy is as misleading as the title Christian Democratic 
Party for the Catholic party in Italy after that country’s defeat 
by the army of Allies. Princeton University justly prides 
itself on the great and worthy task of publishing the papers 
of Thomas Jefferson who, when he invited scholars to join 
the faculty of the University of Virginia, said to them and 
posterity: “Here we are not afraid to follow truth wherever 
it may lead nor to tolerate error so long as reason is left free 
to combat it.” These magnificent words are a striking con- 
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tradiction of the passage, quoted above, from the encyclical of 
Leo XIII, and a repudiation of all those who subscribe to it. 

The papal outburst against “freedom of writing, which 
touches every educational institution closely, has obstructed 
the press both in England and America. McCabe reports that 
a leading London publisher of one of his books received a 
letter from Catholic authorities to the effect that, if he did 
not repudiate the contract, Catholics would be directed to 
boycott all his publications and periodicals. The boycott, 
essentially a Roman Catholic institution, was born in Ireland 
in 1880. McCabe makes the further astounding statement 
that “the most recent edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica 
reveals an amazing interference by Catholic propagandists .. . 
Hundreds of sound passages which Catholics did not like 
have been suppressed or falsified. Any reader who compares 
some of the very numerous articles in the new edition which 
are signed ‘X’ with the corresponding articles in the previous 
edition . . . will be astounded” (The Papacy, p. 122). These 
changes were probably a compromise with a Catholic pro¬ 
posal to put the Encyclopaedia on its Index. A minor illustra¬ 
tion of such a revision is afforded by a recent history of 
Northampton County in Pennsylvania. One offending pas¬ 
sage attributed the Moravian settlement to dissatisfaction 
with corrupt features of the Roman Catholic Church. This 
has been changed to read that persons in Europe had for 
some years shown signs of breaking away from the Roman 
Catholic Church.” The second passage to be revised said that 
the new migration included criminals and undesirables who 
were predominantly Roman Catholic, and that in the larger 
cities these came to be controlled by political bosses. The 
revision says that slum conditions and political bosses fol¬ 
lowed immigration (shades of Croker et al.!) causing the 
native-born to fear that they would be outnumbered. These 
revisions were inserted after the publication of the history 
by excising two pages and pasting two others in their place 
at a cost of about $600. No attempt was made, apparently, 
to justify the textual changes on the ground of falsity. The 
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minority report against the excisions was signed by Pro¬ 
fessor E. B. Coddington of the department of history at 
LaFayette College. 2 ) 

In the American Christian Herald (July, 1950), Mr. C. V. 
Hall effectively tells the story of the nation-wide Catholic 
attack upon the book of Paul Blanshard, American Freedom 
and Catholic Power. Its thirteen chapters are indeed un¬ 
lucky for the Church, because organized persecution has only 
served to give the book wider circulation and has aroused 
thousands of real Americans to a consciousness of the Catholic 
war against American freedom. When the Roman Church 
can bludgeon great stores like Macy’s and Altman’s in New 
York, and Gimbel’s in Philadelphia, as has been reported, 
into a refusal to stock Blanshard’s book, or else to hide it 
under the counter, it is quite evident that diocesan boycott- 
finding a powerful coadjutor in the adoration of the almighty 
dollar—has revoked a basic American right. Newspapers were 
afraid to review the book for the same reason. The Catholic 
censor of advertising for The New York Times is said to have 
denied the book a single line of advertisement in that paper. 
This censor’s former classmates at Dartmouth might well 
ask of what use were the democratic ideals to which he was 
exposed during his four years in Hanover. Pressure against 
the book was brought to bear upon libraries, so that some re¬ 
fused to take it even as a gift. Priests, nuns and laymen 
joined in the attack by personally requesting booksellers not 
to sell the volume. The attack, however, did not rival that 
upon newsboys, peddling the pamphlets of the American 
Protective Association (anti-Catholic) in Chicago years ago, 
when they “were beaten by thugs from the nearest saloons— 
strange champions of religion.” Sometimes, the police assisted 
in or ignored these attacks (Winston, Forum, 1894, p. 425). 
In Palo Alto, California, Knights of Columbus picketed the 
Baptist church on Wednesday nights, when Blanshard’s book 
was the subject of discussion. The pastor of the church re¬ 
ceived anonymous telephone calls designed to intimidate 


2) The New York Times, July 4, 1953. 
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him. Apart from some courageous dealers who continued to 
sell the book, in spite of threats that they would lose their 
Catholic trade, the one relieving touch in this wretched 
campaign against constitutional privilege was the large num¬ 
ber of letters from indignant Catholics to the Beacon Press 
which published the work. These American Catholics re¬ 
sented the totalitarian tactics of their Church. Had the 
Church limited its crusade to its own pulpits and publica¬ 
tions, it would have been completely within its rights. But it 
just cannot keep its withered hand of illiberality off the 
traditional right of all Americans to buy, read, review and 
discuss such books as they wish. 3) In spite of this inquisition, 
211,000 copies of Blanshard’s book were sold. 

That Catholic boycott is not confined to books is illustrated 
by the experience of a man who operated a grocery store in 
Cumberland, R. I. He was a French Catholic. A priest called 
upon him for a contribution, but when offered two dollars, 
he refused “so small an amount,” and remarked that he was 
getting larger donations from other members of the church 
which the grocer attended. The latter replied that some of 
these who contributed larger amounts to the church than he 
had, owed him large sums of money. However, the priest was 
not satisfied. So the Frenchman put the money back in his 
pocket, saying, “That amount or nothing,” adding quite ger- 
manely that his customers who gave the church money were 
giving money that belonged to him. Thereafter, the grocer 
had very little business from the members of the church. At 
that time, the Klu Klux Klan was very active in the neigh¬ 
borhood. When the members of the hooded order heard of 


3) A former Communist named Matusow stated, before the Senate In¬ 
ternal Security (McCarran) Committee, his opinion that Blanshard’s book 
American Freedom and Catholic Power carried the "communistic party line 
as to Roman Catholics.” In other words: Any well-documented and scholarly 
criticism of the Roman Church is communistic. Such attempt to discredit 
criticism by sweeping denunciation instead of answering particulars is good 
propaganda in Congressional investigations and probably encouraged by the 
Catholic lobby. Both McCarthy and McCarran should be replaced by non- 
Catholic investigators of communistic activity in this country. 
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the plight of the grocer, they gave him their trade and helped 
him out. 

The un-American attempts to suppress a liberal book, or 
a benevolent speech like that of Mrs. Sanger, or a serious 
motion picture such as The Miracle, by resorting to petty 
maneuvers are a disgrace to the city of New York. They de¬ 
rive their authorization not from the healthful exercise of 
God-given intelligence, but from stultifying anachronism 
which accepts the collaboration of political power to achieve 
its program of obstruction. Therein lies the explanation of 
the striking inconsistency of the Catholic Legion of Decency 
which keeps a piercing eye of censorship on motion pictures, 
in accordance with a priest-formulated code, but ignores 
giafters of its own faith in city administration and service. 
The story of the rebuke of Father Ducey by his archbishop 
for attending the Lexow Investigation (see p. 156) shows all 
too clearly that any moral crusade by the Legion against 
political bigwigs would be frowned upon by their ecclesias¬ 
tical mentors. 1 hese offenders atone for their pecuniary sins 
in a very practical way by conferring benefits—educational, 
political and financial—upon Mother Church. 









FIFTEEN 


Conquest of Heretical Churches 


ONE MAY EXPECT A GREATLY ACCELERATED CATHOLIC ACTIVITY 
on all fronts in the United States. When Russia dropped its 
Iron Curtain, the century-old program of the Church to ad¬ 
vance eastward over the broken body of Orthodox Christian¬ 
ity was completely balked. The Vatican, now more fearful of 
Russian expansion westward than ever before, is naturally 
anxious to make Protestant America “the sword of the 
Church” in temporary alliance with a rearmed Catholic Ger¬ 
many. One may expect Catholic pressure to increase greatly 
the immigration of displaced persons of Catholic faith. It 
was the admission of large numbers of immigrants of such 
faith, decades ago, that enormously enhanced the political 
power of the Church at the ballot box, and facilitated its 
program of penetration into all public agencies. This in¬ 
cluded its dictatorship in the press, radio, movie and stage, 
and also in the all-important field of public education at the 
lower levels. In this program for an increasingly rigid con¬ 
trol of the channels of publicity, it must both envy and fear 
the Soviet, its totalitarian rival, which has successfully antici¬ 
pated the Catholic goal. 

The final and most desired conquest, the logical outcome 
of all the others, and without which the preliminary achieve¬ 
ments would fail of their purpose, is the conquest of all dis¬ 
sident churches. The Pope must be supreme urbe et orbe. 
As H. G. Wells has remarked, “steadily, persistently, the 
Catholic Church has worked for the destruction of that very 
liberalism which restored it to political influence.” As a 
result of its doctrine of supremacy, Roman Catholics in any 
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democratic country “constitute an essentially alien body” 
and, feaiful of contamination through association with those 
outside the fold, have fostered isolationism. According to 
Canon law published in 1918, a Catholic incurs eternal 
damnation—on what biblical authority is not obvious—if he 
engages in private discussion of his religion with a critic. 
Whether the Vatican can count, in the future, upon sub¬ 
missive acceptance of its program for our country by the 
rank and file of its intelligent membership is the great 
question. Political freedom in this country has gone hand 
in hand with religious freedom, and there is evidence that 
such environment has begun to affect many Catholics. What 
other Church faces a steadily mounting denunciation of its 
political and educational policies, and finds itself increasingly 
opposed by organized American tradition? What other 
Church is plagued by a magazine published by its former 
clergy? 

1 here is, moreover, a rapidly growing consciousness of the 
Catholic menace to freedom of religious belief and worship 
which finds expression even in letters to public newspapers, 
at least those not intimidated by clerical threats. The follow¬ 
ing example appeared in The Virginia-Pilot of Norfolk in its 
issue of November 18, 1951. The writer, Mr. Charles Croft, 
Jr., of Portsmouth, conveys his meaning with perfect clarity 
and emphasis: 


We are determined that the Catholic Canon law shall 
never become the law of the United States. Here is what 
that statement means: (1) We believe that education is 
the function of the state, and we do not intend for it to 
become a state-financed privilege of any church ever (2) 
We believe in the freedom of speech, of the press, and of 
the air waves, and we do not intend ever to let a church 
act as censor over those freedoms. As free American citi¬ 
zens we are as well qualified as any priest to judge our 
literature. (3) We do not intend for the Roman Church 
to lay down the law for the medical profession. Roman 
medical doctrine, with its equality of fetus and mother has 
no place in a Christian state. (4) We do not intend for the 
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Roman Church’s birth control doctrines to become the 
law of the land. We will have no unmarried priests creat¬ 
ing a body of law around a subject Christ was silent about. 
(5) We will have no judges and other public officials who 
think that the Catholic Church is supreme to the laws of 
the United States. (6) We do not intend for the Roman 
Church to write the marriage laws of this nation. Whom 
the State recognizes as married let the bishops tamper with 
at their peril. Contrary to Catholic opinion we Protestants 
understand full well the nature of the struggle. When the 
Catholic Church ends its struggle for power we will cease 
to protest. 

There is no ambiguity in this forceful statement and no 
words are wasted in it. 

Professor J. J. Kane of Notre Dame recently deplored the 
rise of tension between Catholics and Protestants; while ob¬ 
serving that the problem is not one-sided, the major reasons 
for the tension which he cites may all be described as Protes¬ 
tant: (1) Blanshard’s book which pictures the Catholic hier¬ 
archy as a threat to American freedom. (2) The organization 
of the P.O.A.U. (Protestants and Other Americans United) 
for the sole purpose of maintaining separation of church and 
state. (3) Legislation to keep out of public schools Catholic 
nuns as teachers. Professor Kane also might have cited the 
divisive effect of the program of released time for religious 
instruction in the public schools, and further of the many 
secular Catholic organizations. His blanket reply to the 
charges against his Church is: “If the Catholics did become a 
majority in the United States and did vote as a bloc there is 
no conclusive proof that Protestants would suffer discrimina¬ 
tion.” But Protestantism, in view of various pronouncements 
of the Holy See, such as that of Pius IX (“The State has not 
the right to leave every man free to profess and embrace what¬ 
ever religion he shall deem true”), cannot be at all certain 
that Kane’s qualified prediction would prove true. Catholic 
apologists too often are inclined or directed to lull the Ameri¬ 
can public into a feeling of security by qualified statements, 
or even flat denials of papal pronouncements which are com- 
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pletely hostile to the basic rights of our democracy. The book¬ 
let distributed by the Knights of Columbus, but probably 
written by Jesuits, is a good example of such a lullaby. In the 
dubious light of the past, which is the only light the Roman 
Church has to offer, there is no warrant for Kane’s lukewarm 
optimism. The French Catholic leader. Count de Mun, 
stated that in France the separation of church and state is an 
impious thing while, in the United States, it is pious. Where 
Catholics are in a minority, separation, according to him, 
protects their freedom and must therefore be supported. 
But should America ever become a predominantly Catholic 
country, the principle of separation between church and 
state, upon which this country is founded, would be consid¬ 
ered by Rome as “impious” as it is in France. Lord Palm¬ 
erston declared: “All history tells us that wherever the Ro¬ 
mish priesthood has gained a predominance there the utmost 
intolerance is invariably the practice. In countries where they 
are in the minority they instantly demand not only toleration 
but equality, but in countries where they predominate they 
neither allow toleration nor equality.” Froude is likewise 
emphatic: “So much only can be foretold with certainty, that 
if the Catholic Church anywhere recovers her ascendancy, 
she will again exhibit the detestable features which have in¬ 
variably attended her supremacy. Her rule will be once more 
found incompatible either with justice or with intellectual 
growth (italics added), and our children will be forced to 
recover by some fresh struggle the ground which our fore¬ 
fathers conquered for us, and which we by our pusillanimity 
surrendered.” 

The Catholic World (September 1, 1871) anticipates mod¬ 
ern papal doctrine and invites the comment of Professor 
Kane when it declares: “Protestantism, like heathen bar¬ 
barism which Catholicity subdued (!), lacks the elements of 
order because it rejects authority (of the Church, of course) 
and is necessarily incompetent to maintain real liberty or 
civilized society (!). Hence it is we so often say that if the 
American republic is to be sustained and preserved at all, it 
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must be the rejection of the principle of the Reformation 
(this sounds like Professor O’Connor and Adenauer) and the 
acceptance of the Catholic principle by the American 
people.” Equally destructive of the American ideal of de¬ 
mocracy, but much more savage, is the declaration of the 
Roman Catholic Tablet (November 5, 1938): ‘‘Heresy is an 
awful crime against God, and those who start a heresy are 
more guilty than they who are traitors to the civil govern¬ 
ment. If the state has a right to punish treason with death, 
the principle is the same that concedes to the spiritual au¬ 
thority (i.e. the Catholic Church) the power of life and 
death over the archtraitor to truth and divine revelation, 
and law and government.” The date—1938—of this criminal 
repudiation of freedom to believe in accordance with con¬ 
science and of this condemnation to death of the heretic 
(Protestant) for refusal to subscribe to the mediaevalism of 
the Roman Church is indeed significant. It was made at a 
time when the higher Catholic clergy was quite confident 
that both Great Britain and the United States would go down 
to defeat before the Catholic Hitler. As a result, the Church 
could realize a new inquisition in this country which would 
eliminate many noble spirits whose service to humanity has 
been outstanding, but would leave untouched such political 
scum in municipal administration as subscribe to the ‘‘true 
faith.” 

This heinous doctrine is offensive to both God and man. 
By law and the just enforcement of law, society seeks to re¬ 
move from its midst men of criminal action. But for man, 
whether in glittering priestly garb or not, to inflict the death 
penalty upon his fellow man because he ‘‘forsakes God and 
lightly esteems the Rock of Salvation,” is to arrogate to him¬ 
self the retributive function of deity. The perpetrators of 
this doctrinal outrage have ignored divine affirmation: 
‘‘Vengeance is mine and recompense at the time their foot 
shall slip.” If the Roman Catholic Church insists on antici¬ 
pating the day when “Jehovah cometh, cruel with wrath and 
fierce anger,” let us hope that Professor Latourette of Yale 






256 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC PROBLEM 


has correctly predicted that Catholicism, having had its day 
will wane in the years to come. 

Such a prediction, however, is dangerous because it con¬ 
duces to apathy and an unwarranted sense of security. That 
the Vatican still firmly adheres to its traditional program of 
sanguinary violence is shown by its incredible, yet absolutely 
certain, record of brutal mass murders and forced conversions 
of Orthodox men, women, and children in Yugoslavia 
There, the savage Croatian Catholic inquisitors with priestly 
sanction gave free rein to slaughter. The Vatican was con- 
dent that Hitler’s victory was permanent, and assured the 
one true Church of unquestioned supremacy over that af¬ 
flicted land. The ultimate responsibility for the frightful reli¬ 
gious slaughter squarely rests upon the shoulders of Pius XII 
He is the sanguinary heir of Urban II of the eleventh cen¬ 
tury, and of Innocent III and Gregory IX (shamelessly com¬ 
memorated in our Congress [see p. 85]), and again of Gregory 
XIII who rejoiced at the news that Huguenots were being 
slain all over France. All these, and other Popes, bequeathed 
to Pius XII “the sword of the Church.” Gregory XIII could 
openly rejoice with impunity; Pius XII did not dare do 
more than approve in silence the “Christian” carnage in 
Yugoslavia. He did not protest the monstrous killings of°Tews 
by the Catholic Hitler, nor heed the appeal to stop Franco’s 
execution of defeated republicans. Pius XII remained true 
to the Vatican’s tradition for pious murder. He rewarded 
Stepmac, who tacitly sanctioned such murder in Yugoslavia 
with a cardinal’s cap. Justice demands that retribution 
should have brought into court not only Stepinac, but Pius 
XII himself. The Catholic Ustashi, who was photographed 
wearing two necklaces, one of human eyes and the other of 
human tongues of murdered Serbs-those “degenerates re- 
chnstened in the name of God”-should place his gruesome 
trophies upon a statue of the Virgin in St. Peter’s at Rome 
as symbols of sightless, silent supplication on behalf of 
martyrs who were massacred for the faith of their fathers 
Wherever the Catholic Church acquires unlimited power. 
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she will repeat the frightful inquisition of Yugoslavia. Her 
present program is to involve the United States and Euro¬ 
pean nations in war against Communist and Orthodox Rus¬ 
sia. If that should prove successful, she will then seek to real¬ 
ize her final ambition of overwhelming England and the 
United States, the bulwarks of religious freedom. For this, she 
counts upon the martial help of an Adenauer’s Catholic 
Germany re-enforced with that of Italy, Spain, and the lat¬ 
ter’s blood relatives in South America. There can be no com¬ 
promise between the Vatican’s Tigidly intolerant creed and 
the ideals of free countries. The medallion portraits of two 
papal inquisitors foisted upon Congress at Washington, where 
they innocently pose as lawgivers, are rather deliberately 
chosen advocates of a deadly malice toward democracy. 
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Irish migration to the United States, 154 

Italy, Communists in, 231; excessive taxation of two Protestant 
churches in, 30, 153; neo-Fascist revival in, 212; Protestant churches 
in, closed by authorities, 105; religious freedom in, abandoned by 
United States, 106 1 
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Mithraism, rival of Christianity, 68 













264 


INDEX 


"Mithras is my crown,” 74 
Mitra, a Persian headdress, 74 

Murphy, R. D„ and former Nazi high officials, 211; secures release of 
rench officials at Vichy, 216; U.S. ambassador and Deputy Under 
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Perbn, decorated by Adenauer, 224; requires Catholic instruction in 
all public schools, 52 
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Sullivan, W. L., ex-priest, on eternal punishment, 4 
Sutton, Representative of Tennessee, on government appropriations 
and religious freedom, 61 

Tammany Hall, 145, 159, 183 
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Church” in the U.S., 48; still approves of Holy Wars, 118; strategy 
of, in destroying liberal governments, 89, 217, 221 
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